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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.

	
	

	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.

	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	
	

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

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

	




	

	Optional/General comments

	Manuscript titled "A Prospective Observational Cross-Sectional Study Comparing TEP and e-TEP Approaches in Laparoscopic Ventral Hernia Repair." The study explores a relevant topic in minimally invasive surgery and provides interesting insights. However, a few key areas need improvement to enhance the scientific value of this work. My detailed feedback is as follows:
1. Study Design and Sample Size:
Comment: The authors should clarify how the 60-patient sample size was determined. This is essential to ensure the study has enough strength to detect meaningful differences.
2. Patient Selection Criteria:
Comment: Please provide more details on how patients with comorbidities like diabetes and obesity were managed. aken
4. Statistical Analysis:
Comment: It would be helpful to include confidence intervals or effect sizes, alongside p-values, to strengthen the statistical interpretation of results.
5. Discussion Section:
Comment: The authors should expand on the clinical implications of their findings. For example, what type of patient would benefit more from e-TEP than TEP based on this study?
Final Recommendation:
I believe this study has the potential to add value to the existing literature. However, the above points should be addressed before the manuscript is considered for publication.
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	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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