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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 addresses an important and practical issue in maxillofacial trauma management by systematically evaluating newer MMF techniques against the long-established Erich arch bars. By focusing on operative time, glove perforation risk, and complication rates, the study provides valuable data that directly impact surgical efficiency and occupational safety. The findings are particularly relevant for high-volume trauma centers and resource-constrained settings. The synthesis of comparative evidence helps bridge the gap between technological advancements and evidence-based clinical adoption.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate, precise, and accurately reflects the scope, methodology, and objectives of the study. It clearly conveys the comparative nature, clinical focus, and systematic review design.
	

	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 comprehensive and well-structured, clearly outlining the background, methodology, results, and conclusions. The inclusion of quantitative outcomes (mean difference, confidence intervals) strengthens its scientific value. Minor improvement could be achieved by briefly mentioning the number of studies and total patient population analyzed to enhance clarity for readers scanning the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The study design, eligibility criteria, search strategy, data extraction, quality assessment, and statistical analysis are appropriately described and consistent with accepted standards for systematic reviews and meta-analyses. The use of both the Newcastle–Ottawa Scale and Cochrane RoB 2 tool is appropriate. Conclusions are supported by the presented data and acknowledge limitations transparently.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are extensive, relevant, and include recent high-quality studies, randomized controlled trials, and meta-analyses. The bibliography reflects a thorough engagement with the existing literature. No critical references appear to be missing, although minor duplication in citation listing could be corrected during revision.
	

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


	The language is generally clear, professional, and appropriate for an academic journal. Minor grammatical inconsistencies and occasional typographical errors are present, particularly in methodology and exclusion criteria sections, and would benefit from careful language editing. These issues do not detract from scientific clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Some sections (data extraction and heterogeneity assessment) are highly detailed and could be slightly condensed for readability.

· Minor formatting inconsistencies (spacing, numbering, duplicated references) should be corrected.

· Figures and tables are relevant, but clearer captions and standardized formatting would enhance presentation quality.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No. This is a systematic review and meta-analysis based on previously published, anonymized data. Ethical approval and patient consent are not required, and this is appropriately stated by the authors.
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