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	Reviewer’s comment

	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 presents a rare case of a mucinous borderline tumor with microinvasion occurring concurrently with a mature cystic teratoma, enhancing the understanding of the diagnostic and management challenges in young patients, particularly those seeking fertility preservation. The case underscores the necessity of thorough histopathological sampling and careful interpretation to confirm the ovarian origin of the tumor. This report contributes valuable evidence to the limited literature and may inform future clinical decision-making and research regarding rare ovarian tumor subtypes.


	

	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.


	The abstract offers a concise summary of the case's clinical presentation, diagnosis, and management. To improve comprehensiveness, the inclusion of tumor stage, precise microinvasion size, and follow-up duration is recommended, as these details are critical for the scientific context. Furthermore, highlighting the rarity and clinical significance of this entity would better emphasize the case's contribution. Eliminating repetitive background information would enhance clarity and maintain conciseness, thereby drawing greater attention to the abstract's key findings and implications.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically accurate and well-organized. The findings support the diagnostic reasoning and conclusions. Adding a few clarifications, especially about the histopathological criteria and follow-up, would make the work even stronger. Overall, there are no major scientific errors.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are relevant and suitable for the topic. To improve the section, it would help to add more recent peer-reviewed studies or review articles published in the last five to seven years, especially those on mucinous borderline tumors in mature cystic teratomas and on current fertility-sparing management recommendations. Including newer literature on histopathological criteria for microinvasion and on distinguishing these tumors from those of appendiceal or gastrointestinal origin would also strengthen the manuscript. The current references are acceptable, but adding recent comprehensive reviews or guideline-based publications would further support the manuscript’s scholarly foundation.


	

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


	The manuscript exhibits English proficiency suitable for scholarly communication. Although the content is clear and logically organized, minor grammatical corrections and sentence restructuring are advised to enhance clarity and readability. Thorough language editing would reinforce the manuscript’s professional tone and ensure greater consistency.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript presents a rare and clinically significant case that adds valuable data to the limited literature on mucinous borderline tumors associated with mature cystic teratoma. The report is well organized and emphasizes key diagnostic and management considerations, especially in the context of fertility preservation for young patients. The pathological findings are central and generally well described; however, further clarification regarding sampling adequacy and the diagnostic criteria for microinvasion would enhance the scientific rigor. To further improve the manuscript, the authors should provide additional clinical and follow-up details, revise sections of the discussion to minimize speculative language, and include more recent references to substantiate key statements. Minor language revisions would also enhance clarity and coherence. With these revisions, the manuscript would make a stronger scientific contribution and be suitable for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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