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	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.


	1. As this is a rare case report it will help future generations of surgeons to keep it as a differential diagnosis for unexplained pain abdomen. 
2. Study focuses on laparoscopic management of such cases which also act as a diagnostic tool for any other existing pathology.

3. Study discourges simple aspiration or drainage which is having high reoccurance.

4. Study focues on importance of CT scan in such cases which should be mandaorty before intervening in any such case.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No 
Laparoscopic management of simple mesenteric cyst of mesocecum.

Or simple mesenteric cyst mimicing acute appendicitis.
	

	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.


	Abstract part is ok.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In the procedure part 
1. Port  position is not explained properly as it was supraumbelical or infraumbelical and similarly for other ports also. There should be line diagram illusartion for port position.

2. Intraabdominal pressure dosen’t seem scientific as it was 12 or 14 not a range it looks causual.

3. Anesthesia is not mentioned.

4. Patient position is not mentioned.

5. Appendix HPE report not mentioned.

6. It is mentioned that the instrument used is bipolar forcep while in picture instrument is bipolar cutter. There is difference in bipolar forcep and bipolar cutter.
	

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

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


	No it needs to be more scientific and precise.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Focus of case report is very good to bring such cases but it focuses manily on laparoscopic manageent which is not explaned properly needs to be corrected and more scientificapproch to be taken in explaining it.
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