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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 provides an updated and comprehensive synthesis of surgical approaches to acute appendicitis, one of the most common emergency presentations worldwide. By integrating evidence from guidelines, clinical trials, and systematic reviews, the chapter offers clinicians and trainees a consolidated resource that highlights current best practices and emerging techniques. It not only summarizes existing knowledge but also contextualizes recent advances within the broader evolution of minimally invasive surgery. This chapter serves as an important reference for understanding contemporary trends and informing future clinical and academic work.
	

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

	Yes
	

	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 would benefit from briefly summarizing the main findings or conclusions of the review, rather than only stating the scope. For example, highlighting key advantages or limitations of each surgical technique would provide readers with a clearer overview.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes
	

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

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

	
Yes


	

	Optional/General comments

	A clear methodological framework for making this review can be added to strengthen the credibility and reproducibility.
Several sections report multiple meta-analyses with nearly identical conclusions. Consider synthesizing these findings into a comparative summary rather than listing each study individually.
In the discussion, a more explicit comparison of techniques regarding cost-effectiveness, recovery time, and complication profiles would strengthen the clinical relevance.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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