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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

	This review aims to examine the role of laparoscopic surgery in the management of perforated peptic ulcers. Additionally, it will explore the significance of non-operative treatment and the eradication of Helicobacter pylori in the management of perforated peptic ulcers.
Major comments
In abstract, the author has provided an outstanding outline of surgical and non-surgical management; however, a clearer reasonable synthesis of consequences between laparoscopic and open repair is needed.
The introduction part has effectively established perspective; however, incorporating more recent global epidemiological data would enhance relevance. 
Literature inclusion criteria are well described, yet the search period (“198 to 2025”) appears to contain a typographical error. Please correct.
The discussion efficiently compares laparoscopic and open approaches— my suggestion to the author to adding a summary table of key outcomes (e.g., morbidity, mortality, hospital stay) would enhance readability.
The role of Helicobacter pylori is well addressed with consider emphasizing its implications for recurrence prevention and future therapeutic strategies.
In conclusion, it could be more critical by emphasizing research gaps and future perspectives rather than summarizing known findings.


Minor Comments
1. Please correct the literature search timeline (“198 to 2025”)—likely a typographical error.
1. The author has suggested to follow uniform formatting of references and consistent citation style throughout.


Overall, this chapter is scientifically sound, well-organized, and provides a valuable contribution to surgical literature.
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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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