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	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.


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

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

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	I appreciate the authors for presenting Case report on “Recurrent Spontaneous Idiopathic Pneumoperitoneum: Avoiding a Second Laparotomy”

The quality of the images is of very good and needs to be acknowledged. 

But, overall the case needs to be presented in an orderly manner with focus on the preoperative investigations, and positive findings. The discussion needs to mention cases of Spontaneous Idiopathic Pneumoperitoneum in the previous literature, which would make the report perfect. 

 

I would like to mention few points which are to be considered in the manuscript:

1. The title could be modified as, “Recurrent Spontaneous Pneumoperitoneum- Lessons Learned”, or “Recurrent Idiopathic Pneumoperitoneum- Lessons Learned”, from Recurrent Spontaneous Idiopathic Pneumoperitoneum: Avoiding a Second Laparotomy.

2. Abstract- There is a disparity in the timeline of second Spontaneous Idiopathic Pneumoperitoneum in abstract and case presentation.

2. Keywords: missing in the text.

3. Introduction- The authors have mentioned and described various causes of Spontaneous Pneumoperitoneum in the introduction. How many similar cases, case series and original articles have been reported in the literature? In which age group of patients, this entity is relatively common. It would justify the present case as rare.

4.  Case presentation- The authors have mentioned in the beginning of the manuscript that, “translocation of air from the thoracic cavity into the peritoneal cavity through diaphragmatic defects or foramina, particularly in cases of concurrent pneumothorax or other thoracic pathologies”. Why was CT Chest not performed in the patient during first and second episodes of Spontaneous Pneumoperitoneum for ruling out the lung/diaphragmatic pathologies? Why was the patient not managed conservatively in the first admission and why was laparoscopy converted to open surgey?

5. The grammatical errors need to be corrected in the text.

6. The authors should mention (preferably in a tabulated manner) at least few important previous similar papers for comparative evaluation of the findings.  

7. Avoid repetition of information in discussion; also the discussion must be presented in a more meticulous manner/pattern. 

8. Important takeaways may be presented as they represent the key points and insights, derived from a learning experience.

9. Figures may be merged as collage and legends to figure must be mentioned clearly, as the timeline of events and not when the date it was performed.

10. Is there any way to differentiate Spontaneous Pneumoperitoneum from pathological Pneumoperitoneum on the basis of radiological evaluation?

11. Were there any biopsies taken for the histopathological evaluation? What was the probable etiology in your case and provide a flowchart explain it.

12. The references should be as per the journal guidelines.
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