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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 an important and growing challenge in perioperative medicine: the identification of older surgical patients at increased risk of postoperative complications. The study provides evidence that point-of-care ultrasound assessment of rectus femoris cross-sectional area may serve as a practical, non-invasive, and bedside tool for preoperative risk stratification. Given the increasing prevalence of frailty and sarcopenia in aging populations, the findings contribute valuable information regarding the potential role of ultrasound-based muscle assessment in routine clinical practice. Although further multicenter validation is required, this work may help guide future research and improve perioperative management strategies for vulnerable surgical patients.
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
Ethical approval was obtained from the Institutional Ethics Committee, and written informed consent was secured from all participants. The study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki and STROBE guidelines.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
The results are clearly organized and presented using appropriate statistical analyses. Outcome measures are reported comprehensively, and the findings are easy to follow.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
The tables are informative, relevant, and support the study objectives. However, the manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of graphical figures (e.g., ROC curves or study flow diagram) to enhance data visualization.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
The discussion appropriately compares the findings with previous studies and highlights similarities and differences. Nevertheless, a more detailed exploration of conflicting evidence and clinical implications would further strengthen this section.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
The conclusions are consistent with the presented results and appropriately acknowledge the exploratory nature of the study. The authors avoid overstating their findings and emphasize the need for further validation.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
The manuscript clearly identifies important limitations, including the single-center design, modest sample size, limited event numbers, lack of inter-operator reliability assessment, and absence of comparison with reference imaging modalities.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The references are generally relevant, recent, and adequate to support the study rationale and discussion. 
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)

Minor grammatical and stylistic revisions would improve readability and enhance the overall presentation of the work.
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The title is clear, informative, and accurately reflects the study objectives, methodology, and target population. It effectively highlights the comparison between rectus femoris morphometric parameters assessed by point-of-care ultrasound and their association with postoperative morbidity in older surgical patients.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract adequately summarizes the background, objectives, methods, results, and conclusions of the study. Key findings are clearly presented, allowing readers to understand the clinical relevance and main outcomes of the research. The abstract is concise while providing sufficient methodological and statistical information.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The reference list includes relevant and up-to-date literature related to frailty, sarcopenia, perioperative risk assessment, and point-of-care ultrasound. The cited studies provide an adequate scientific foundation for the rationale, methodology, and interpretation of findings.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No.
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