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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
- From Sentence 229 to 231, some numbers are in discord with the abstract. Please correct

it. And explain why the hybrid procedure are low intestinal injury compared to the open

surgery. I think that open IPOM procedure seems to be almost the same to the hybrid

procedure. “ The rates of intraoperative intestinal injury were 6.1%, 4.1%, and 15%

(1.5% ???) in the open, laparoscopic, and 15 hybrid groups, respectively (hybrid vs. open

and laparoscopic procedures; P<0.05).” -From Sentence 241 to 242, the lowest incidence

of operative site infections seems to be at the open group but not the laparoscopic group

considering your data. Please check it out and correct. -Why did the open surgery

group have a longer length of hospital stay compared to the hybrid group? Please

mention it at the discussion.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
1. There are issues of certain basic issues in the hybrid procedure which the authors have

described. There are lots of custom modifications that the authors have made. Even the

open procedure is not clearly mentioned. 2. There are certain grammatical mistakes and

some poor formation of sentences At the present state the article is not fit to be

accepted. Either there have to be major modifications along with clarification that have

to be made, but certain like the operative procedure cannot be corrected. So my opinion

is to REJECT the article.
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