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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 is important and makes a positive and excellent contribution to the scientific community because it provides the latest evidence on the comparison of two commonly used decompression techniques in the management of lumbar canal stenosis. Furthermore, by combining the results of randomized controlled trials through a systematic review and meta-analysis approach, this study helps to clarify the differences in clinical outcomes that have been reported inconsistently. This contributes to evidence-based clinical decision-making, especially in the selection of surgical techniques that consider effectiveness, operating time efficiency, and patient functional outcomes. Furthermore, this manuscript

also serves as a foundation for further research with more advanced design and methodological quality.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title Studies had appropriate, that had shown clinically and methodologically homogeneous, use comparable outcomes, have quantitative data, median, CI and sufficient number of studies with adequate quality, result of searches in Cochrane, PubMed, and Scopus databases.
	

	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.


	For the abstract: Authors need to state how many articles were searched, as well as how many articles were ultimately used in this study. Inclusion and exclusion criteria also need to be stated in the methodology section.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, this manuscript meets scientific standards, describing a study that began with a problem based on a comparison of the effects of two treatments for lumbar canal stenosis. It has a methodology consisting of ethical statements, design, data collection process, statistical analysis, results, discussion, and conclusions. Additionally, it uses articles with three randomized controlled trials with an update period of 2019-2022.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I cannot check the availability of references in this article because at the end of the article that appears on my computer, there is ADDIN Mendeley Bibliography CSL_BIBLIOGRAPHY.
	

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


	In general, the quality of English and scientific writing is quite good overall. however, there are several sentences that show inconsistencies in terminology, for example, the use of classic versus classical laminectomy. Similarly, in the introduction, the background is too long and contains repetitions, particularly in the explanation of lumbar canal stenosis, conservative therapy, and the purpose of decompression. There are still inconsistencies in terminology, for example, Visual Analogue Scale versus Visual Analog Scale. Punctuation should be adjusted, and overly long sentences should be restructured to make them more concise, brief, and clear, especially in the discussion section, and avoid repetition of sentences.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
The author had written in the manuscript : It is a literature-based study; therefore, neither approval by the institutional review board nor the obtainment of informed consent is required
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