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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 contributes to the ongoing discussion regarding the optimal surgical approach for the management of deviated nasal septum (DNS). By prospectively comparing conventional septoplasty and endoscopic septoplasty, the study provides valuable clinical evidence regarding functional outcomes, complication rates, and objective nasal airflow improvement. The findings support the growing preference for endoscopic techniques due to improved visualization and precision. Such comparative studies are important for guiding ENT surgeons in selecting the most appropriate surgical technique and improving patient outcomes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title appears appropriate as it clearly reflects the aim of the study and the comparison between the two surgical techniques. However, it could be made slightly more precise by emphasizing the prospective nature and clinical outcomes.
	

	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.


	Is the abstract comprehensive? Suggestions for improvement
The abstract is generally well-structured and includes the background, objective, methods, results, and conclusion. It clearly summarizes the study design and major findings. However, a few improvements could strengthen it:

· Include the study design explicitly (prospective comparative study) in the methods section of the abstract.

· Mention the randomization method if applicable.

· Provide statistical significance values (p-values) to strengthen the results section.

· The results section could be slightly shortened by focusing on the most clinically relevant outcomes.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript appears scientifically sound and follows a logical research structure. The methodology, including patient selection, grouping, and outcome assessment, is appropriate for a comparative clinical study. Both subjective and objective outcome measures strengthen the validity of the findings. However, the manuscript would benefit from clearer reporting of statistical analysis methods, including the tests used and significance levels.
	

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

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable, but the English language requires minor to moderate editing for grammar, sentence structure, and clarity. Some sentences are lengthy and could be simplified for better readability.
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	Thanks – all the best 
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