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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 on the robotic excision of a para-aortic paraganglioma highlights the evolution of minimally invasive techniques for complex retroperitoneal tumour’s, offering valuable clinical evidence on the feasibility and safety of the robotic approach in high-vascular-risk cases. It enriches the medical literature by demonstrating how rigorous preoperative decision-making can push the traditional boundaries of open surgery, thereby reducing intraoperative complications and promoting faster recovery in elderly or obese patients. Furthermore, by emphasizing the educational lessons learned from this procedure, it contributes to training future surgeons on the optimal use of robotic platforms for functional paragangliomas. Finally, this contribution stimulates future research in neuroendocrine oncology, linking technological innovations and multidisciplinary collaboration to improve overall therapeutic outcomes.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title "Robotic Excision of a Para-aortic Paraganglioma: Pushing Surgical Boundaries Through Controlled Decision-Making" is perfectly appropriate. It is clear, descriptive, and effectively reflects the innovative nature and importance of decision-making in this case report. An alternative title that places more emphasis on the clinical innovation, or a more concise option, could be: "Robotic Approach for the Excision of a Functional Para-aortic Paraganglioma: Overcoming Vascular Challenges Through Precise Intraoperative Decision-Making."


	

	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 overall comprehensive: it effectively synthesizes the clinical case, the challenges encountered, the approaches adopted, and the outcomes, while adhering to the standard conventions of medical abstracts (context, case description, results, and implications).

To enhance clarity and completeness without exceeding the typical word limit (around 250 words), I suggest a few minor additions. 
Here are my recommendations:

· Patient demographics and key preoperative elements: Briefly integrate the approximate age (e.g., "a 65-year-old woman") and functional status (e.g., "presenting with confirmed catecholamine hypersecretion") in the introduction, to provide direct clinical context and help readers immediately grasp the high-risk profile.

· Postoperative results and follow-up: Add a sentence on the post-intervention evolution, such as: "The postoperative recovery was uneventful, with normalization of catecholamine levels and no recurrence at 6-month follow-up." This strengthens the arguments for success and highlights the benefits of the minimally invasive approach.

· Broader implications: Enrich the concluding sentence to evoke more general outcomes, for example: "...can open new surgical avenues, potentially reducing morbidity for selected patients with retroperitoneal vascular tumors."

No major deletions are required, but if space is limited, remove the phrasing "successfully treated," as the triumph is implied by the described facts—prefer letting the factual elements speak for themselves to maintain scientific neutrality.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, based on a review of current medical literature (including case reports and studies from 2023–2025 on robotic excision of para-aortic paragangliomas, functional tumor management, and minimally invasive retroperitoneal surgery), the manuscript appears scientifically accurate and well-aligned with established knowledge.

No major inaccuracies or contradictions were identified—it's a solid, evidence-based case report that contributes meaningfully to the field.

	

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

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


	The quality of the language of this article is suitable for scholarly communications
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript can make clear the key point of research. In the full paper or presentation, you can make clear the discussion of the result. And the future work or related research to improve or develop this problem.
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