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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.

	This book chapter focuses on the surgical management of achalasia cardia, a relatively common esophageal motility disorder with a notable risk of recurrence. Selecting the most appropriate therapeutic approach is therefore essential for optimizing patient quality of life. Although peroral endoscopic myotomy (POEM) has gained increasing prominence in recent years, surgical myotomy remains the established standard of care, and it is imperative for contemporary surgical trainees to acquire proper technical proficiency in this operative technique.
	

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

	
The title of the article is appropriate and well-suited.
	

	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.

	The abstract is generally well-written; nonetheless, it could be enhanced by briefly emphasizing the clinical significance or specific benefits of surgical management compared with POEM in achalasia.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The content of the manuscript is generally appropriate. However, we would like to suggest the following revisions:
(1) Please provide a clear conclusion regarding whether robotic surgery is associated with an increased perforation rate compared with laparoscopic surgery.
(2) In Table 1, the odds ratios should be accompanied by the corresponding P-values and 95% confidence intervals to ensure completeness of the statistical reporting.
(3) I would like to recommend adding a comparative table summarizing the differences between laparoscopic Heller myotomy (LHM) and thoracoscopic Heller myotomy in terms of their indications, as well as key clinical outcomes and postoperative reflux. Since thoracoscopic Heller myotomy is often performed without concomitant fundoplication, a direct comparison would be particularly valuable for readers.”
	

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

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

	

Yes, the manuscript is written in clear, academically appropriate English suitable for scholarly publication.”

	

	Optional/General comments

	



	




	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)

No. There are no ethical issues identified in this manuscript.
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