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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	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 is interesting and significant for the scientific community as it addresses a high-incidence and noteworthy pathology frequently encountered in emergency surgery. This review, which will be part of a book chapter, is extremely valuable for all surgeons, whether beginners or experienced, and adds new perspectives on this topic, especially considering that this condition can affect individuals of any age, with diagnostic and therapeutic particularities at the extremes of age. It can contribute to deepening existing knowledge and to the development of future consensuses, even though there is currently no universally valid consensus. I believe this book chapter is important, given its relevance to future research.
	

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

	It is OK
	

	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.

	Considering that the article will be published in a book chapter, I believe that the summary, exceeding 75 words, is sufficient.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is a review and provides an update on the definition and diagnosis of complicated appendicitis, a pathology that is often challenging to diagnose and very frequently encountered in emergency surgery services, compiling the opinions and approaches of numerous specialists and experts in the field. This leads to a well-founded conclusion that can be useful to other practitioners. 

I believe that the section on Introduction, specifically regarding incidence, should either reflect the incidence mentioned in the section Incidence of Complicated Appendicitis or the text in the Introduction should be revised for clarity, as it creates confusion (it seems that the author intended to reference the incidence of complicated appendicitis in the Introduction).
Additionally, I believe it would be beneficial to include some typical ultrasound images, characteristic radiological images, CT images, and/or MRI images, if available, as it is well known that the sensitivity and specificity of each diagnostic method vary significantly and largely depend on the specialist's expertise. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. I have no suggestions.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language and the style  is clear and concise.

	

	Optional/General comments

	Relevance and Originality of the Research:
I evaluated the relevance of the topic and the originality of the research. The chosen subject, "The Diagnosis of Complicated Appendicitis: An Update on the Definition and Diagnosis," addresses a condition with a high incidence, especially in emergency surgery services. The manuscript pertains to an important pathology in the field, contributing to a better understanding of the subject and offering a useful update for any professional in the domain.
Methodology:
The methodology employed is clear and well-justified, based on a retrospective analysis through literature review using numerous studies within systematic reviews or meta-analyses. These included a very large number of patients, comparing cases of complicated appendicitis with uncomplicated ones, which adds even greater value to this manuscript. It incorporates numerous clinical studies that analyze markers contributing to diagnosis, which is extremely useful for any professional in the field. Diagnostic scoring systems highlighted are particularly important.
This timeline is impressive, but it would be interesting to also include the total number of patients analyzed by combining data from all sources.
Results and Interpretation:
The results are presented clearly and logically in the table within the manuscript, and their interpretation is based on the obtained data. However, considering the bibliography includes 36 references, with the oldest dating back to 2005 and most after 2020, it demonstrates the authors' notable focus on novelty. Furthermore, it would be beneficial and appropriate to include characteristic ultrasound, radiological, CT, and MRI images, if available.
Structure and Clarity:
The manuscript is well-structured and easy to follow.
References and Citations:
The authors cited 36 relevant works in the field, spanning the period from 2005 to 2024, most of which are recent and sufficient in number.
Conclusion:
The manuscript meets most criteria and does not require significant changes. It can be adjusted by incorporating the recommended images, if available.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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