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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.


	This study provides valuable comparative evidence on the surgical management of typhoid ileal perforation, a common and serious complication in developing countries. By evaluating early postoperative outcomes of primary repair versus loop ileostomy, the findings help surgeons make more informed decisions regarding the most effective and cost-efficient treatment approach. The results suggest that primary repair may reduce complications and overall treatment cost in selected patients. This evidence may contribute to improving surgical protocols and patient outcomes in resource-limited healthcare settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The  title of the article was not ideal for the manuscript these are the some of the relevant titles for the manuscript.

1) Early Postoperative Outcomes of Primary Repair versus Loop Ileostomy in Typhoid Ileal Perforation: A Comparative Study.
2) Primary Repair versus Loop Ileostomy for Typhoid Ileal Perforation: A Prospective Comparative Study.

3) Comparison of Primary Repair and Loop Ileostomy in the Management of Typhoid Ileal Perforation.

4) Surgical Management of Typhoid Ileal Perforation: Early Outcomes of Primary Repair versus Loop Ileostomy.
5) Primary Repair versus Loop Ileostomy in Typhoid Ileal Perforation: Evaluation of Early Postoperative Outcomes.
6) Outcome Comparison of Primary Repair and Loop Ileostomy in Patients with Typhoid Ileal Perforation.


	

	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 was generally structured well , but it is not fully comprehensive .It contains the key elements, but it needs language correction, clarity, and some missing details to make it a strong scientific abstract. Need to improve in these points 

 Grammar and wording issues

  Some sentences are too long and unclear
  Minor statistical formatting errors

  Methods section missing small details

 Conclusion could be more concise and scientific


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Manuscript was scientifically correct but require language and statistical corrections before publication.


	

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

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


	Yes ,the English language ,quality of the article was suitable for scholarly communication.
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