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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.

	The manuscript draws attention to pelvic congestion syndrome, which is often difficult to diagnose. It presents a practical approach combining ultrasonography and laparoscopy. In this respect, the study is valuable.
This study draws attention to pelvic congestion syndrome, especially in settings with limited diagnostic and interventional facilities. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	
The title of the manuscript is appropriately written.
	

	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.

	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive. Only minor revisions are needed for better clarity.
The abstract is well written. However, you may consider adding the postoperative follow-up period and one quantitative detail (such as vein diameter or outcome measure). Otherwise, it is good.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. However, providing more detailed information on the Doppler ultrasound findings and the postoperative follow-up period would strengthen the study. It should also be clarified how long patients should ideally be followed after surgery.

Adding more detail about the Doppler ultrasound parameters (e.g., vein diameter or reflux criteria) and the postoperative follow-up duration would improve the scientific clarity of your work.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are sufficient and up-to-date. However, Reference 12 appears to be incorrect, as I was unable to locate the corresponding article. I would also suggest merging References 11 and 12, as they appear to refer to similar content.
	

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

	

The English language of your manuscript is generally clear and appropriate for academic publication.


	

	Optional/General comments

	
This is a valuable and well-structured manuscript highlighting an important topic in gynecologic practice.
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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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