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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 rare but clinically significant manifestation of endometriosis, namely post-cesarean abdominal wall endometriosis, which remains frequently underdiagnosed. By combining a well-documented case report with a focused review of the literature, the article contributes to improving clinical awareness and diagnostic accuracy among gynecologists and surgeons. The detailed description of imaging findings, surgical management, and histopathological confirmation provides practical value for daily clinical practice. Overall, this work reinforces the importance of considering abdominal wall endometriosis in the differential diagnosis of parietal masses in women with a history of cesarean section.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate, clear, and accurately reflects the content of the manuscript. It correctly highlights both the clinical entity and the dual nature of the article as a case report and literature review. No alternative title is required.
	

	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 adequately summarizes the background, case presentation, and management approach. However, it could be slightly strengthened by briefly emphasizing the diagnostic challenge associated with this condition and the importance of complete surgical excision to prevent recurrence. No major deletions are necessary.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The clinical presentation, diagnostic approach, imaging findings, therapeutic strategy, and histopathological confirmation are consistent with current evidence and accepted clinical practice. The discussion accurately reflects the existing literature and appropriately contextualizes the reported case.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant, sufficient, and generally up to date. They appropriately support the epidemiology, pathophysiology, diagnostic strategies, and management of abdominal wall endometriosis. Inclusion of one or two additional recent systematic reviews or large case series on scar endometriosis could further strengthen the discussion but is not mandatory.
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	The overall language quality is good and suitable for scholarly publication. Minor grammatical and stylistic revisions could improve clarity and flow in certain sections, but these are limited and do not affect the scientific content or readability of the manuscript.
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