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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.

	Firstly, I would like to express my gratitude for this case report on emergency trauma surgery, the publication of which is rare.
I believe that the publication of your case, with any deficiencies or corrections I may have identified, will contribute more to the readers.

	

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

	
	

	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.

	In the conclusion of the abstract, you state that the same radiologist should perform the radiological examination again. Unfortunately, you do not discuss any information about this in the main part of your article, and there is no relevant information about the patient you presented.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, they are sufficient and recent.
	

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

	
Yes, suitable.

	

	Optional/General comments

	1. Does the increase in splenectomy rates and the short- and long-term complications of this surgical intervention contribute to the preference of the NOM strategy? Include information about this in the discussion.
2. Is your institutional protocol based on repeat radiological imaging based on the ninth source or is it based on another textbook?
	











	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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 detail)
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