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This is an important manuscript that addresses two neurosurgical approaches to
resection of pituitary adenomas. The presentation of the comparison between the two
neurosurgical approaches is straightforward. Clearly, this manuscript warrants
publication. There are several minor issues that would be helpful to address before

publication.
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1. The inclusion criteria are presented, but it would be helpful to have a separate
section describing exclusion criteria. The exclusions named are not adequately
described. For example, the manuscript does not describe the total number of
cases that were reviewed, and the number that were excluded based upon the

criteria named.

2. The manuscript does not describe how the choice of neuroendoscopy versus

trans-sphenoidal resection was made. It is possible that there was systematic bias

introduced when one method was chosen over the other. The only way to
overcome such potential systemic bias is to have randomized allocation to the
treatment groups. It does not appear that that randomization occurred.

3. The formatting of the Figures has been corrupted. It may be necessary to reinsert

the figures into the manuscript for clarity.

4. In Table 3, the p value for diabetes insipidus does not show a significant digit.
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5. In the Discussion, the last paragraph describes the shortcomings of the study. The
most important shortcoming is the lack of randomization to the groups being
compared. It would be helpful to include lack of randomization as one of the
shortcomings of the study.

6. There are occasional typographical errors within the manuscript that should be
corrected.



