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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 valuable insight for the effectiveness of conventional surgery in treating primary varicose veins compared to other popular minimally invasive techniques. Although limitation of outcome due to single center study, it will add the knowledge for the global body with localized data that can guide clinical decision-making, particularly in limited resource settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear and informative.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive and well-structured. It does not require any addition or deletion, as it adequately summarizes the manuscript by providing background, objective, methods, result, and conclusion.
	

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

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are not sufficient while discussing the results of the findings. I recommend to include more references with respect to conventional surgery outcomes, as well as comparative studies involving minimal invasive techniques. It could be strengthened by including more recent studies in the field.
	

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


	Minor language edits if any but not essential. Otherwise, the language/English quality of the article are suitable for scholarly communications.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1.
Ensure that all abbreviations should be defined in full at their first use to enhance the clarity for readers. For example, NICVD, SFJ, etc.

2.
There is no mention or clear definition of ‘Group A’ and ‘Group B’ in the material and method section of the manuscript while these terms are used in the discussion part. This inconsistency may generate the confusion regarding the origin and interpretation of the results. It is recommended to define these groups clearly in material and method section. 

3.
An appropriate footnote should be added to Table 2 to clarify the meaning of ‘C2 to C6’. Providing this context may have better understanding to a broader audience.

4.
The discussion section is having frequent paragraph breaks (2nd, 3rd and 4th para). Discussion related to demographic characteristics could be grouped together. Merging will make the paragraph more concise to follow. Also cite the result tables at appropriate discussion places wherever the results are discussed. It can enhance the clarity and readability of the article.

5.
The discussion section is well written, but it would be useful to tie the findings more explicitly to other recent findings. Discuss using more references. For example, compare the post-operative data with data obtained for similar findings in other studies. Avoid the use of absolute statements like “This supports our study.”

6.
In references, many references are not according to journal’s guidelines. The references appear very inconsistent in several places. It should be revised to align author’s guidelines of the journal.

The study has potential, but significant revisions are required to improve clarity, methodological transparency, and consistency. 
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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)


	


Reviewer details:

Smita Parekh, The Mandvi Education Society Science College, Veer Narmad South Gujarat University, India

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

