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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	This manuscript provides a comprehensive and up-to-date narrative review on laparoscopic inguinal hernia repairs, focusing on the Transabdominal Preperitoneal (TAPP) and Total Extraperitoneal (TEP) approaches. It compares these techniques with open repairs and explores the emerging role of robotic surgery. The review is valuable for surgeons, researchers, and trainees, offering insights into procedural nuances, complications, and outcomes. The inclusion of recent studies and meta-analyses strengthens its relevance to current clinical practice.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title, "An Update on Laparoscopic Inguinal Hernia Repairs: Narrative Review Article," is appropriate and clearly reflects the manuscript's content. It accurately conveys the focus on laparoscopic techniques and their comparison with other methods.
	

	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 succinctly summarizes the review's objectives, methods, and key findings. However, it could briefly mention the comparative outcomes (e.g., recurrence rates, chronic pain) between TAPP, TEP, and open repairs to enhance its impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically robust, with well-supported arguments and references to recent studies, guidelines, and meta-analyses. The discussion on complications, learning curves, and comparative outcomes is thorough and evidence-based.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are extensive and include recent studies (up to 2025), systematic reviews, and guidelines. However, adding a few more studies on robotic repairs (e.g., cost-effectiveness analyses) could further enrich the discussion.

	

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


	The language is clear, concise, and suitable for scholarly communication. Minor grammatical edits (e.g., tense consistency) could be addressed during proofreading.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-structured and informative. Including a table summarizing key comparative outcomes (e.g., operative time, recurrence rates) for TAPP, TEP, open, and robotic repairs would enhance readability.
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