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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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.


	Original manuscript but must be accepted with significant improvements. The methodological approach is fairly well developed.
	

	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 is generally well-crafted and well-structured, but there is room for improvement.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript tackles an issue that has been little studied in its entirety. The scientific data are correct and may provide avenues for scientific research..
	

	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


	Detailed evaluation comments

General comments

The general objective as formulated is poorly aligned with the type of manuscript expected. It is more reminiscent of an original case study than a literature review. For a review, the objective should emphasize critical synthesis of current knowledge, identification of gaps, and future research perspectives, rather than posing a hypothesis or problem to be demonstrated.

An analysis of the diversity of approaches to the management of abdominal migraine would have added significant value. It would be relevant to explore geographical, clinical or theoretical variations in treatment strategies.

Methodology

The methodology section is relatively well structured, and mentions suitable tools.

There is no need to indicate a study area in a literature review unless it focuses exclusively on a regional territory or context. This again suggests a field study.

The structure of the methodology would benefit from following a classic outline.

Results

The section entitled "7. Literature Review" should be integrated into the discussion or merged with the critical analysis of results: it is currently too descriptive.

Section "8.1. Study Selection" is clearly concerned with methodology, not results. It should be moved and reworded in the methodology section.

The study summary table lacks added value. It does not sufficiently summarize the key points (objectives, methods, results, limitations). It could usefully be restructured or deleted if redundant.

Several figures lack titles, and those that do do not comply with standards (title below). Figure 3 in particular features imprecise graduations and an unnecessary trend line, as the data represented do not justify visual modeling.

Overall, the graphics are flat and don't provide any relevant analytical or comparative value. They should be enriched or their use refocused.

Discussion

The discussion is too succinct and uncritical. It merely paraphrases the results without any real analytical perspective.

A literature review requires a richer discussion, highlighting :

convergences and divergences between studies ;

gaps in the literature ;

practical and theoretical implications;

recommendations for future research.

The current discussion is only half a page long, which is clearly insufficient. A complete rewrite is strongly recommended.

Data consistency

The overall framework of the manuscript does not sufficiently follow the editorial codes of a scientific literature review: inadequacy in comparative structure, limited critical synthesis, poorly exploited citations.

There is a clear inconsistency between the methodology (34 articles selected) and the final bibliography, which appears to be more extensive. It is necessary to: verify the references actually used in the analysis; clearly explain the final selection of studies;

Conclusion

The conclusion is too flat and lacks scientific perspective. We strongly recommend that the authors rework the manuscript. The conclusion should include a review of all major results.

Evaluation conclusion

The manuscript presents an interesting basis, but requires a methodical and thorough overhaul to meet the standards of a scientific literature review. The conceptual framework, section structuring, methodological coherence, quality of discussion and figures need to be systematically reviewed.

 Overall recommendation: re-structure the manuscript in depth, reformulate the objectives, refine the method of bibliographic analysis, enrich the discussion and clarify the presentation of results.
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