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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 manuscript offers a timely and practical overview of the evolving surgical options for achalasia cardia. It successfully consolidates current evidence, from the established laparoscopic standard to emerging robotic techniques, which is highly useful for surgical trainees and practicing clinicians. The clear discussion on the role of fundoplication and the place of esophagectomy provides valuable guidance for personalized patient care. It serves as an excellent, focused reference for updating knowledge in this specialized area.
	

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

	Yes, the title is perfectly suitable. It's clear, academic, and accurately describes the chapter's content.
	

	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 solid but could be sharper. I'd suggest adding one sentence to mention your review method ("This review synthesizes findings from recent literature...") to clarify its basis. Also, the keyword format needs cleaning up and be a separated list. No major content changes needed.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	1. The review is incomplete without a dedicated section discussing Per-Oral Endoscopic Myotomy (POEM) and its comparative outcomes.
2. Table I is presented without a proper methodology description, making its data uninterpretable.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	1. 
2. The manuscript significantly under-represents Per-Oral Endoscopic Myotomy (POEM). Adding 1-2 seminal or high-impact papers on POEM is essential for a modern surgical review.
	

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

	
The paragraph on robotic myotomy's advantages is repeated almost verbatim, which should be condensed.
Sentences like "The robotic Heller's myotomy offers the advantage..." are correct but could be more fluid.
Some journal titles in citations are fully italicized, others are not.



	

	Optional/General comments

	
1. Cut the repetition in the robotic myotomy section.
2. Clarify Table I, the "Weightage" column is confusing without explanation.
A dedicated proofread for minor grammar will give it a final polish. Good work.

1. A dedicated section on Per-Oral Endoscopic Myotomy (POEM) must be added. Its exclusion makes the review of "surgical management" incomplete by contemporary standards.
2. 
3. Table I requires a descriptive caption and a clear explanation of its methodology and the meaning of "Weightage."



	





	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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