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	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 provides a significant contribution to pediatric surgery by synthesizing the long-term clinical and psychosocial outcomes of anorectal malformation (ARM) repairs. By comparing the established gold-standard Posterior Sagittal Anorectoplasty (PSARP) with emerging minimally invasive techniques like LAARP and RAARP, the study offers a contemporary roadmap for selecting surgical approaches that prioritize both anatomical correction and functional recovery. Furthermore, its focus on predictive factors for fecal continence and the resulting quality of life addresses a critical gap in post-operative care, moving the scientific discourse beyond surgical success toward holistic patient well-being.
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	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper?

Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale:

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale:

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor

N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale:

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor

N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Strengthen the Limitations: To improve the manuscript, consider adding a brief section acknowledging the limitations of a narrative review compared to a systematic review, specifically regarding the potential for selection bias.

2. Standardize Formatting: Ensure consistent use of abbreviations  throughout the text.

3. Future Directions: Elaborate slightly more on the "Integrated care" mentioned in the conclusion. What specific disciplines should be involved in the multidisciplinary team for optimal long-term quality of life? Give a clarity
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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