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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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 classic and well-documented case of CYLD cutaneous syndrome (Brooke–Spiegler syndrome) in an elderly patient with an extensive tumor burden and a positive family history. The case is clinically relevant and contributes to existing literature by emphasizing the diagnostic challenges, the value of multidisciplinary expert networks, and the importance of long-term surveillance. However, several aspects of the manuscript require further strengthening to align with current standards for case reports in genodermatoses, particularly with respect to genetic confirmation, comprehensive systemic evaluation and the integration of recent advances in the molecular understanding of
the disease.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
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	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

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

	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. I can be shorter and modified as “Delayed diagnosis of advanced CYLD cutaneous syndrome with extensive multifocal Scalp cylindromas and spiradenomas: A Case Report”
	



	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. It can be rewritten as background, methodology, aim case presentation and etc in more understandable manner.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes. However, several aspects of the manuscript require further strengthening to align with current standards for case reports in genodermatoses, particularly with respect to genetic confirmation, comprehensive systemic evaluation and the integration of recent advances in the molecular understanding of the disease. Results were pending at the time of manuscript preparation so, For instance, Inclusion of CYLD genetic testing results (if available), clarification of systemic evaluation (especially salivary glands), expanded discussion of management, and addition of recent molecular findings to enhance
contemporary relevance. More clear images, scale size and etc.

Limitations and/or generalizability of case results should always be underlined/mentioned in the manuscript.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The discussion would benefit from referencing recent systematic reviews on CCS malignant transformation risk. The introduction could briefly summarize the current understanding of CCS pathogenesis to better frame the case. The conclusion is appropriate but could be strengthened by outlining a structured surveillance plan (frequency, triggers for
biopsy, imaging indexes).

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	Yes. As a study involving human subject, institutional approval should be submitted before publication, I think this is not enough “Informed consent for treatment and open-access publication was obtained or waived by all participants in this study. All authors hereby declare that this study was performed in accordance with the ethical standards laid down in the 1964 Declaration of Helsinki, and that human subjects
were not exposed to any procedure beyond standard clinical care.”
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