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	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.


	The case report presents a rare clinical presentation — primary ovarian leiomyoma — that is typically misdiagnosed because it presents similarly to more frequent ovarian or uterine tumors. Its significance is in bringing to the attention of clinicians and surgeons to think about this uncommon differential diagnosis, particularly in reproductive-age women wherein intraoperative ovary-sparing may be made. It also highlights the importance of histopathology and immunohistochemistry in proper diagnosis. These kinds of reports go a long way towards clinical education and assist in the formulation of management guidelines for unusual presentations.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The existing title is appropriate.
	

	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 is a good summary but would need slight restructuring for clarity. 

Change diagnosed as subserosal fibroid or solid ovarian tumor to "often misdiagnosed as subserosal uterine fibroid or other solid ovarian tumors.

Include that the final diagnosis was made by immunohistochemistry and state SMA/H-caldesmon positivity in brief in the abstract proper.

Add 1 line for clinical implication — e.g., Recognizing this unusual entity is significant for fertility-sparing surgery in young patients.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct and logically organized. Clinical results, intraoperative findings, histopathological, and immunohistochemical findings are presented well. Differential diagnoses are addressed and how accurate diagnosis is crucial to direct management is highlighted.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are okay
	

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


	The language is clear.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures are explained satisfactorily, but take care to ensure that they are high resolution with correct labels.                                                                                                                                                                             Think of emphasizing the uncommonness of such large-sized ovarian leiomyomas and how this case is different from the literature.                                                                                                                                                      Include 2–3 learning points or clinical takeaways at the conclusion of the discussion or as a boxed item to enhance educational value.
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