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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 under-recognized histopathological entity,acute eosinophilic appendicitis and highlights its potential clinical relevance in the diagnostic and therapeutic spectrum of acute appendicitis. By systematically comparing appendectomy specimens with post-mortem controls, the study strengthens the argument that eosinophilic appendicitis is not an incidental finding but a true pathological contributor. The findings are particularly relevant for low- and middle-income healthcare settings, where unnecessary surgical interventions carry significant morbidity and cost. The study encourages reconsideration of purely surgical paradigms and supports further translational research into conservative, targeted medical management strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The current title is appropriate, clear, and accurately reflects the core objective and scope of the study. It conveys both the pathological focus (eosinophils) and the clinical condition (acute appendicitis), while indicating a comparative design. However, the title could be marginally strengthened by emphasizing the histopathological and clinical implications.
Suggested alternative (optional):
“Acute Eosinophilic Appendicitis: Histopathological Evidence from a Comparative Study and Its Clinical Implications”
This alternative highlights both diagnostic significance and potential impact on clinical decision-making without altering the scientific intent.
	

	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 well structured and adequately summarizes the background, objectives, methodology, results, and conclusions. The inclusion of statistical significance strengthens its scientific credibility. However, clarity could be improved by briefly mentioning the diagnostic criteria used for eosinophilic appendicitis and explicitly stating the clinical relevance of medical management as a hypothesis rather than a recommendation. The conclusion could also more cautiously phrase treatment implications, emphasizing the need for clinical trials. No major deletions are required; minor additions to improve methodological transparency and balance would enhance the abstract’s overall rigor.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, with appropriate study design, clear inclusion and exclusion criteria, and correct use of statistical analysis. The blinded reassessment by two histopathologists strengthens diagnostic validity. Histological definitions of eosinophilic appendicitis are consistent with existing literature. However, the assertion that eosinophilic appendicitis can be treated medically should be framed more cautiously, as the study is observational and not interventional. While the conclusions are logically derived from the data, stronger emphasis on hypothesis generation rather than practice-changing recommendations would further reinforce scientific integrity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are largely appropriate, relevant, and include both classical and recent studies, extending up to 2024. Key foundational works on eosinophil-edema lesions and recent case-based evidence are well cited. However, the manuscript would benefit from inclusion of recent guidelines or systematic reviews addressing non-operative management of appendicitis and allergic gastrointestinal disorders. Additionally, referencing immunopathological mechanisms of type I hypersensitivity reactions could strengthen the biological plausibility. Overall, the reference list is sufficient, but selective augmentation would improve depth and contextual grounding.
	

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

	The language is generally clear and understandable, with appropriate scientific terminology. Minor grammatical inconsistencies, typographical errors, and occasional repetition are present, particularly in the Introduction and Discussion sections. Sentence restructuring and tightening of phrasing would improve readability and scholarly tone. Despite these issues, the manuscript effectively communicates its core message and does not suffer from ambiguity or misinterpretation. Professional language editing would be beneficial but is not essential for comprehension. The overall English quality is suitable for scholarly communication after minor revisions.
	

	Optional/General comments

	This study addresses a clinically relevant and often overlooked entity, particularly in regions where histopathological correlation is underutilized in surgical decision-making. The inclusion of autopsy controls is a methodological strength. Future studies could focus on correlating peripheral eosinophil counts, imaging features, and clinical outcomes to enable preoperative suspicion of eosinophilic appendicitis. A multicenter prospective design would further enhance generalizability. With moderate revisions, this manuscript has the potential to contribute meaningfully to both surgical pathology and clinical decision-making literature.

The manuscript presents a well-conceived and methodologically structured investigation into the role of eosinophilic inflammation in acute appendicitis, an area that remains insufficiently explored in routine clinical practice. By employing a comparative design that includes both appendectomy specimens and post-mortem controls, the study provides persuasive histopathological evidence that acute eosinophilic appendicitis represents a genuine pathological entity rather than an incidental finding. The blinded reassessment by two histopathologists strengthens diagnostic reliability, and the use of appropriate statistical analysis supports the validity of the conclusions.
the manuscript is ethically sound, clearly written, and supported by a largely relevant and up-to-date reference base. The topic is particularly pertinent for healthcare systems where reducing unnecessary surgical interventions is of significant clinical and economic importance. However, certain conclusions,especially those related to medical management with antihistamines or steroids,should be expressed more cautiously, as the study is observational and does not include therapeutic outcome data. Minor revisions are also recommended to improve linguistic precision, reduce repetition in the discussion, and enhance clarity in the presentation of clinical implications.
Overall, this manuscript contributes meaningful insight to the fields of surgical pathology and clinical surgery. With minor revisions, it is suitable for publication and is likely to stimulate further research into non-operative and targeted management strategies for selected cases of acute appendicitis.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No major ethical concerns are identified in this manuscript. Ethical approval was obtained from the appropriate institutional review committee, and informed consent procedures for post-mortem specimens are clearly documented in multiple languages. Anonymization and confidentiality measures appear adequate. The use of archived specimens and post-mortem tissue for research purposes is justified and ethically compliant. The study adheres to accepted ethical standards for human tissue research.
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