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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.


	This manuscript provides a comprehensive and updated review of the continued relevance of hysterosalpingography (HSG) in modern-day infertility work-up. It integrates recent literature, comparative analyses, and clinical evidence to evaluate the diagnostic, therapeutic, and cost-effectiveness of HSG in relation to newer imaging modalities such as HyFoSy, HyCoSy, and MR-HSG. The article is significant for the scientific community as it highlights how HSG continues to hold diagnostic and therapeutic value, particularly in resource-limited settings where advanced technologies are not easily accessible. The insights offered by this review can guide clinicians, radiologists, and researchers in selecting appropriate, evidence-based approaches to female infertility assessment while optimizing resource utilization in diverse healthcare environments.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	yes
	

	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.


	Suggestions for Improvement
1. Reduce background length – The first few lines are detailed; shorten to 2–3 sentences to make the abstract more concise.

2. Add review scope/method – Insert one sentence such as:
“This review summarizes findings from recent literature comparing HSG with modern imaging modalities.”
3. Make results/findings more specific – Instead of general statements, mention how HSG compares (e.g., “HSG remains superior for tubal patency evaluation, though less effective for intrauterine lesions”).

4. Combine overlapping sentences – Merge the last two sentences for a strong, unified conclusion.

5. Rephrase for smoother flow – Avoid repetition of “modern techniques” and “advancements”; use synonyms like “recent modalities” or “contemporary imaging options.”

6. Limit technical lists – Long lists (3D/4D-TVUS, SIS, HyCoSy, etc.) can be shortened to “ultrasound- and MRI-based modalities.”

7. Add quantitative or comparative phrasing – Example: “Recent studies report comparable diagnostic accuracy between HyFoSy and HSG but with less discomfort.”

8. Refine conclusion – Emphasize the complementary role of HSG, e.g.,
“HSG remains a complementary and cost-effective tool, especially valuable in low-resource settings.”
9. Check word count – Most journals prefer abstracts within 200–250 words. The current version exceeds that; trimming will improve readability.

10. Revise keywords – Keep only 5–6 concise and relevant ones, e.g.:
Hysterosalpingography, Infertility, Tubal patency, HyFoSy, HyCoSy, MR-HSG.
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	Yes, scientifically correct
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	You might remove or replace very old, non-seminal studies (e.g., 1981 Ramsdale reference) unless essential for context.

To further strengthen global perspective, one or two systematic reviews from 2024–2025 on cost-effectiveness or patient tolerability could be added if available.

Ensure consistent reference formatting—a few entries (e.g., Glob Libr0 Women’s Med. 2009;2228:1–18) may need correction of typographic errors.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail) No ethical issues identified.
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