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	Reviewer’s comment
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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 addresses a critical gap in surgical decision-making for endometrial cancer in resource-limited settings. It provides valuable, real-world data on the feasibility and accuracy of a cost-effective, intraoperative technique as an alternative to frozen section or sentinel lymph node mapping. The findings are particularly significant for gynecologic oncologists practicing in regions without access to advanced technology, offering a practical strategy to tailor lymphadenectomy and potentially reduce patient morbidity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable. For greater precision, consider: "Accuracy of Intraoperative Gross Visual Assessment of Myometrial Invasion and Tumor Size to Guide Pelvic Lymphadenectomy in Endometrial Cancer: A Retrospective Single-Center Study."
	

	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 mostly comprehensive. Add the following: A clear statement that only 39 of 94 patients underwent intraoperative assessment. Clarify: The conclusion should state "moderate agreement" (per kappa) for myometrial invasion, not "strong correlation," to precisely reflect the primary statistical result.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study has a scientifically sound premise but contains limitations that must be acknowledged. Key concerns are: Selection Bias: Only a subset (39/94) had intraoperative assessment, limiting generalizability. 2) Methodological Variability: The lack of a standardized technique for uterine dissection is a significant source of potential error. 3) Statistical Presentation: The concurrent use of kappa (categorical) and ICC (continuous) for myometrial invasion needs clarification. The very low kappa for tumor size may be influenced by imbalanced category distribution.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Include the FIGO staging update for context, even if the study used 2009 staging. An in-text citation ("Janus M et al, 2011") is not found in the reference list; this must be corrected.
	

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


	Yes, the language is generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication. Some minor grammatical edits are recommended during final proofreading.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a clinically valuable study from an under-represented region. Strengthening the discussion of limitations (selection bias, technique standardization) and providing a more nuanced interpretation of the statistical results (especially for tumor size) will significantly enhance the manuscript's rigor and impact. Recommendation: Major Revision. With careful revisions addressing the methodological and analytical points raised, this manuscript will be a strong contribution to the literature.
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