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	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.


	Thank you for submitting your manuscript, the report presents a valuable contribution to the literature on internal hernias and congenital mesenteric defects in adults. The study highlights an unusual presentation and emphasizes the importance of early diagnosis and surgical intervention. 

After a thorough review, I have identified several areas that need revision to enhance the clarity, coherence, and overall quality of this report. 
	

	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.


	The abstract is poorly structured, with redundant and unclear statements, and has multiple grammatical errors that hinder comprehension. The phrase mesangial dysplasia seems incorrect in this context and should be clarified for journal readers! Please revise and highlight; briefly describe the rarity of mesenteric root torsion and its clinical significance. Describe the patient’s presentation, diagnosis, and surgical treatment, and summarize the clinical implications.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The introduction is too general and does not focus enough on the specifics of mesenteric root torsion.

Some sentences lack clarity, making it difficult to follow the logical flow, and the use of citations is inconsistent, some statements need more supporting references. Clearly state the study's objective and its contribution to existing literature without redundancy. 
Case Presentation: The language is sometimes repetitive and unclear. Some medical descriptions are awkward or incorrect. For example: “A 29 year’s 29-year-old male patient…” is incorrect; revise to “A 29-year-old male patient…” “Vomit as content of stomach, bitter mouth after vomiting, accompanied by closed breath and stool, fearless of cold, shivering…” This sentence is confusing. The patient experienced nausea and vomiting, with gastric contents noted in the emesis. He reported a bitter taste post-vomiting but did not report symptoms such as chills, fever, or cold intolerance. The past medical history and initial management could be presented in a more structured way. Accordingly, you should clearly define the sequence of events, use concise and precise medical terminology, and improve sentence structure to enhance readability.

Results and Discussion; some descriptions lack clarity. Example: “The whole abdomen was symmetrical, abdominal breathing was preserved, gastrointestinal type and peristaltic wave were not found in the whole abdomen…” please consider rewording to “The abdomen was symmetric with preserved respiratory movement. No visible peristalsis or distension was noted.” Some findings should be more clearly related to the case. You can improve wording for better comprehension, and ensure findings are linked to the patient’s condition.

The surgical description has redundant phrasing. Example: “The patient was lying on the surgery bed in the supine position. The patient was lying on the surgery bed in the supine position.” This repetition should be eliminated. The terminology is sometimes unclear for readers or incorrect. “Blunt plus sharp dissociation and rotary reduction.” Needs more precise wording, e.g., “A combination of blunt and sharp dissection was used to release the torsion.” The discussion about internal hernias lacks coherence and needs better flow. Please revise and remove redundancy, improve sentence structure, clarify surgical terminology and techniques, and strengthen the discussion with more relevant references.

The conclusion is vague and lacks specific take-home messages. The phrase “deserves the attention of every clinician” could be more academically phrased. For clarity and impact. Example: “The clinical manifestations of this case are hidden, and it is very easy to misdiagnose and lose the best operation opportunity by clinicians.” Could be more emphasized with “This case highlights the challenges of diagnosing congenital mesenteric dysplasia in adults, emphasizing the need for early surgical intervention to prevent complications such as ischemia and necrosis.”
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some citations are incomplete or improperly formatted. Several statements lack citations, especially in the discussion. Ensure all claims are supported by appropriate references, and the format citations consistently according to journal guidelines.


	

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


	The manuscript needs significant editing to improve grammar, readability, and clarity.


	

	Optional/General comments


	For a more academic presentation, authors should provide stronger evidence and clearer explanations for some claims. Improve information flow, especially in the discussion section. Clarify technical terms, remove redundancies, and ensure proper citation formatting with sufficient references for key claims.

The major concerns include grammatical issues, lack of clarity in case descriptions, and the need for a more structured discussion and conclusion. Additionally, several claims require stronger referencing, and the formatting of citations should be standardized. 
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