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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.


	The manuscript provides valuable real-world clinical data on the multimodality management of Ewing's sarcoma, a rare and highly aggressive malignancy. Specifically, it highlights the clinical efficacy and safety of modern conformal radiotherapy techniques, such as Volumetric Modulated Arc Therapy (VMAT), demonstrating their strong association with improved survival outcomes and minimal severe acute toxicity. Furthermore, the study presents an innovative approach to limb-salvage surgery utilizing extracorporeal radiotherapy, adding practical, instructional value for managing complex anatomical cases. These findings collectively emphasize the critical role of optimized local therapies, reinforcing the need to adapt and refine treatment strategies for patients presenting with anatomically challenging or metastatic disease.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title "Survival and Prognostic Factors in Ewing’s Sarcoma: Evaluating the role of radiotherapy in multimodality management"  is suitable. It accurately and concisely defines the disease, the primary clinical focus of the study, and the context of the treatment being evaluated.
	

	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 structurally comprehensive, covering the Background, Methods, Results, and Conclusion. However, the following modifications are suggested:

Deletion/Correction: The abstract's results section states that metastatic disease was "independently associated" with inferior disease-free survival. The term "independently" typically implies the use of a multivariate analysis, but the abstract's methods section explicitly states that prognostic factors were evaluated using only "univariate Cox proportional hazards regression". This wording should be revised to accurately reflect the univariate findings.

Addition: It would be beneficial to explicitly name the advanced techniques evaluated (such as VMAT) and include the median follow-up duration (28 months) in the abstract to provide readers with better immediate context regarding the data's maturity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is largely scientifically correct and employs standard, appropriate statistical methodologies for a retrospective survival analysis, including the Kaplan-Meier method and Cox proportional hazards regression. However, the study relies entirely on univariate Cox models to estimate hazard ratios. The authors correctly acknowledge that their small sample size of 51 patients limits the ability to perform a multivariate analysis. Because only univariate analysis was conducted, the reported hazard ratios may be subject to confounding variables, which the authors appropriately identify as an inherent limitation of their retrospective design.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references provide a solid foundational background but are not recent enough for a study conducted between 2022 and 2024. The most recent cited paper is from 2018, while the majority of the core literature cited dates back to the 1990s, 2000s, and early 2010s.
Suggestions for additional references: The authors must perform a literature search to add references from the last five years (2019–2024). Recommended additions should include recent clinical trials evaluating interval-compressed chemotherapy, modern comparative dosimetric studies for VMAT versus conventional techniques in pediatric sarcomas, and recent reviews on targeted molecular therapies for Ewing's sarcoma.
	

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


	Yes, the overall language and English quality are highly suitable for scholarly communications. The medical terminology is accurate and the prose is professional. However, a final proofread is required to fix a few copy-editing errors where entire phrases are accidentally duplicated in the text. For example, the sentence "This study aims to evaluate the effectiveness and safety of radiotherapy in a retrospective cohort..." is repeated twice in the introduction , and the sentence "Metastatic disease at presentation remained the dominant adverse prognostic factor in our cohort..." is duplicated in the discussion.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript merits a solid score because it presents clinically valuable, real-world data on the multimodality management of a rare malignancy, and the statistical methods employed are appropriate for the study's scope and sample size. However, the score is brought down into the "Major Revision" category primarily due to the outdated bibliography. For a study spanning 2022–2024, failing to include any literature published after 2018 is a significant deficiency that requires the authors to meaningfully update their literature review and re-contextualize their discussion against current standards of care. Additionally, the discrepancies in the abstract regarding the statistical associations (framing univariate results as "independent") and the copy-editing errors (duplicated sentences) must be addressed before the manuscript can be considered for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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