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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 paper is important for the scientific community because it allow us to know what have been done and improved in the management of Perforated peptic ulcer according to the operative and non-operative approaches. It also give us informations on which technique is suitable to manage perforated peptic ulcer. In all case, this review is important to understand the involment of laparoscopic repair for managing perforated peptic ulcers.
	

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

	The title is good but I would like to suggest this as title: “Management of perforated peptic ulcers: operative and non-operative approaches”.
	

	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 of this paper is comprehensive but the part concerning the eradication of Helicobacter pylori in the management of perforated peptic ulcers should be explained, for example tell us the relationship between Helicobacter eradication and non-operative approach in the management of perforated peptic ulcers. It would be more comprehensive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	As review article , this paper is significantly correct but more details should be included to guide the readers and let’s them understand what we want to explain.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	In this paper, we have recent references (Pang et al., 2025; Stettler et al., 2025; for example) but for my appreciation it is not sufficient, becase for a review published in 2025, we could not see ancient reference anymore (such as Jordan & Morrow, 1988). So, it is necessary to have more recent references.
	

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

	English language used in this paper is suitable as I’m reading and understanding what is writing (I as a reader). So the quality is basic




	

	Optional/General comments

	
My comments for this paper are: the authors shoud clearly explani the operative and non-operive approaches related to the management of the perforated peptic ulcers and give us the reason why laparoscopic technique is the best. Furthermore, the authors, if they would like to integrate eradication of Helicobacter pylori in the management of perforated peptic ulcers, they should explain the relationship properly.  


	










	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)

I did’nt find any ethical issues in this paper
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