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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	The manuscript presents an audit of the publishing’s authors experience of pancreatoduodenectomy in the sub-Saharan Africa over 5-6 years. It recounts some details of pre-operative patient characteristics and recounts the complications that occurred in the post-operative period. It summarizes the outcome of patients as duration of survival or disease progression based on some arbitrary cutoff. It does not include any criteria defined in methods that were utilized to classify and record complications, provides no real oncological data related to resection except mentioning adenocarcinoma as the histology in all cases and does not provide how the follow assessment and follow up was done and how, for instance progression of disease determined. Authors’ focus appears to be proving that even with low operative volumes, in a resource constrained setting, they are achieving good operative outcomes, justifying the continual performance of pancreaticoduodenectomy. It has some relevance to a larger audience but requires significant editing and review before it is considered a complete manuscript that may add to literature on the subject. Most importantly authors need to work on the following aspects:
1- Focus the introduction section on the issue of low volumes and related outcomes for pancreatoduodenectomy especially in resource-constrained setting rather than describing the history of PD. Also clearly outline the rationale and objectives if this study.

2- In the methods section, provide only specific details of your techniques rather than recounting the whole procedure. Focus rather on your research methodology, how was the data collected. More importantly provide operational definitions of the outcomes you are assessing so readers understand how the complications and oncological outcome were determined and how was the data integrity ensured through out the patient follow up.

3- In the results section, review all your tables to include relevant units for the variables reported and maintain uniformity in reporting standards rather nesting 2x2 tables with yes/no dichotomous outcomes reported on two separate rows.

4- Discussion section need to be more focussed and structured wit logical flow and include a clear statement regarding study limitations and possible avenues of future research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is.
	

	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 need:
1- Introduction rewritten to focus on study objectives rather than description of Whipple’s procedure.

2- Methods should mention the study design as longitudinal descriptive study rather than an intervention study as this study is not a trial of operative technique.
3- Result needs better organization and stage-wise progression from recruitment, baseline characteristics, operative data, early post-operative outcome and oncological outcome of the operation followed by survival data.

4- Conclusion should provide information obtained about the objectives set for the study, through this study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Please review all the above section where I have outlined in detail, the missing aspects of the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I have not assessed that.
	

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


	In general it is comprehensible although it would benefit from focus and brevity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The article needs major review before it is seriously considered for publication.
There is no mention of ERC/IRB approval and patient consent.
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