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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.

	This study makes an important contribution to ophthalmologic oncology by demonstrating that radiowave surgery significantly reduces intraoperative and postoperative complications in iris and ciliary body melanoma treatment compared to conventional cutting techniques. The findings address a critical gap in the literature regarding optimal surgical approaches for uveal melanoma, offering evidence-based guidance for preserving visual function while maintaining effective tumor control. With a low recurrence rate of only 2.2% and preservation of baseline visual acuity in all patients, this work provides compelling clinical evidence that could improve treatment outcomes for patients with this rare but serious ocular malignancy. The study's systematic comparison of surgical techniques offers valuable insights that may help standardize and optimize therapeutic approaches for uveal melanoma management worldwide.

	

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

	The title is appropriate as it clearly specifies both the treatment method (radiowave surgery) and the target condition (iris and ciliary body melanoma), while emphasizing the efficacy of the treatment, which aligns well with the research content.
	

	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 effectively communicates the study's purpose, methodology, and key findings. With the addition of specific complication rates for the radiowave surgery group in the Results section, it would provide a more balanced and complete comparison that strengthens the abstract's impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript needs to provide complete comparative data, specify all follow-up periods, and include actual numerical results to support statistical claims. These additions would strengthen the scientific rigor significantly.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Expand to at least 20-25 references, replace outdated sources, and include recent literature from the past 5 years.
	

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

	
· Professional English editing by a native speaker or scientific editor
· Consistency check throughout
· Removal of non-English characters
· Simplification of complex sentences
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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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