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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript presents a clinically relevant case of venous malformation of the buccal mucosa in an elderly patient, highlighting the importance of distinguishing low-flow vascular malformations from hemangiomas and other reactive lesions. Although venous malformations are well documented, intraoral presentations in older adults can pose diagnostic challenges, particularly when misdiagnosed initially as hemangioma. The case reinforces the value of careful clinical examination, diascopy, and Doppler ultrasonography in achieving accurate diagnosis and avoiding unnecessary intervention. The report contributes educational value for oral physicians, maxillofacial surgeons, and general dental practitioners by emphasizing conservative management in asymptomatic and stable lesions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate and clearly reflects the content of the manuscript. However, minor stylistic revision may improve clarity and conformity with standard case report phrasing:

Suggested alternative title:

Venous Malformation of the Buccal Mucosa in a 65-Year-Old Female: A Case Report
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract summarizes the case adequately; however, it does not fully follow the journal’s required structure for case reports (Aims, Presentation of Case, Discussion, and Conclusion).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and consistent with the current understanding and ISSVA classification of vascular anomalies. The clinical description, use of diascopy, and Doppler ultrasonography for differentiating venous malformation from hemangioma and other vascular lesions are appropriate and well justified. The diagnostic reasoning is logical, and the management approach aligns with accepted recommendations for asymptomatic, low-flow venous malformations.

However, the scientific presentation could be strengthened by including more detailed ultrasonographic findings (e.g., specific Doppler characteristics). In addition, the manuscript would benefit from inclusion of a representative Doppler ultrasonography image demonstrating the low-flow pattern described, as imaging was central to confirming the diagnosis. Minor grammatical and formatting inconsistencies should also be corrected during revision.

Overall, no major scientific inaccuracies are identified.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally appropriate and relevant to the topic. The inclusion of ISSVA classification literature is commendable.

However:

· Some references are relatively dated (e.g., 1982, 1993).

· Consider adding 1–2 more recent references (within the last 5 years) on:

· Updated management strategies for oral venous malformations.

· Recent advances in imaging modalities for low-flow vascular lesions.

· Ensure that total references do not exceed the journal limit of 20
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The overall language is understandable and conveys the clinical information clearly; however, several grammatical, stylistic, and formatting issues should be addressed to improve scholarly quality.

Examples:

· In the title, “65 year old female” should be written as “65-year-old female”
· In the abstract, there is a missing space in “vascular origin.Initially,” which should read “vascular origin. Initially,”
· Some sentences are structurally awkward, for example:
“As the lesion was asymptomatic and stable, conservative management with periodic observation was planned.”
This could be simplified to improve flow.

· In the Discussion section, spacing irregularities and uneven alignment are noticeable in certain paragraphs.

· Some sentences are overly long and could be divided for clarity, particularly in the Discussion where multiple concepts are presented in a single sentence.

· Minor typographical inconsistencies appear in citation formatting and spacing before punctuation.

A careful language and formatting revision is recommended to enhance clarity, readability, and compliance with scholarly standards.
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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