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	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 addresses a significant and frequent clinical challenge in pediatric surgery: the accurate and timely diagnosis of acute appendicitis. By prospectively comparing the Alvarado and Pediatric Appendicitis Score (PAS) systems against histopathological findings, the study provides clinically relevant evidence that may help reduce negative appendectomy rates and unnecessary surgical interventions. The findings are particularly valuable for resource-limited settings where access to advanced imaging may be restricted. Overall, the study contributes meaningful data that support evidence-based clinical decision-making for acute abdominal pain in children.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is appropriate and accurately reflects the study's content. It clearly indicates the comparison between the Alvarado and PAS scoring systems and specifies the clinical context of acute appendicitis.
	

	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 generally comprehensive and well-structured, clearly covering the background, methodology, results, and conclusions. However, a few minor improvements are suggested:

1. Explicitly clarify the reference standard by mentioning histopathology as the "gold standard" in the Methods section.

2. Avoid repetition of similar statistical terms to improve readability.

3. Include a brief mention of the clinical implications of the findings in the conclusion (e.g., the reduction of negative appendectomy rates). No major deletions are required.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, and the study design, methodology, and statistical analysis are appropriate for the research objective. The use of histopathological confirmation strengthens the validity of the findings. Data presentation is clear, and the interpretation of the results is consistent with the evidence provided. The conclusions are supported by the results and align with existing literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, relevant, and appropriate for the topic. The manuscript cites key original studies and validation trials for both scoring systems. However, including one or two recent systematic reviews or international guidelines (from the last 5 years) could strengthen the discussion and further contextualize the findings within current clinical practice.
	

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


	The overall quality of the English language is good for academic communication, and the manuscript is easy to understand throughout. However, minor grammatical errors, inconsistent verb tenses, and occasional awkward phrasings are present. A professional language edit or careful proofreading is recommended to enhance clarity, fluency, and academic tone; however, these issues do not diminish the scientific merit of the work.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	I did not identify any ethical issues in this manuscript. The authors appear to have adhered to all necessary ethical requirements and obtained ethical approval where applicable.
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