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

	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.


	The manuscript has importance to scientific community, but it lacks important details like the place where the research was conducted. It has importance, because surgical treatment of peptic ulcer disease is becoming rarer, yet there should be clear indications or discussions when operative treatment is absolutely necessary. Al lin all it is still an important topic to explore. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	In general, it is suitable, but lacks information, for example: Surgical treatment for perforated and hemorrhagic ulcers: experience in …. Hospital, analysis of … cases.

	

	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.


	There should be grammatical revisions. The abstract should typically include Introduction, Methods, Results and Conclusion. The given information is insufficient and should be in introduction part.  Keywords are repeated. https://www.nlm.nih.gov/bsd/policy/structured_abstracts.html

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct. The results are clear, but descriptive they lack critical interpretation. There is no connection with referenced literature other guidelines. Table 1 and Table 2 lack naming and formatting. How are the mentioned patient outcomes tied to surgical outcomes? Long-term mentioned but no clear timeframes and no interpretation of data is given. The conclusions are lacking. Discussion and conlusion part should play the most important role in the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No references in the text. It is unacceptable. 22 out of 26 references are from the last century. The information should be thoroughly revised. Incorrect formatting. Not discussed.
	

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


	The language and design of the manuscript is catastrophic. Cold the toilette? Terms are inconsistent. Major revision from a native English speaker is recommended. The design should be done according to guidelines, as in the current appearance there are numerous mistakes, which make it barely understandable. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	It is done without any proofing. There are many articles to be used as guidance. The terminology should be revised. The structure is somewhat comprehensible. This manuscript is seriously lacking in many aspects. The introduction focuses too much on historical aspects (the references are completely out-of-date) instead of analytically developing a hypothesis. It is not explained if the paper is observational or retrospective or some other type of study. Patient follow-up duration is unclear. Exclusion criteria? Inclusion criteria? (everyone with perforated ulcers). There should be a comparison of surgical outcomes between the used methods. Unfortunately, the results are only descriptive without any statistical value. Control group? Risk stratification? H. pylori not discussed, while it is a widely known risk factor for peptic ulcer development. All in all, it requires extreme revision in grammar, terminology, design and all other aspects. No histological data interpretation despite mentioning it. No stratification by etiology, location, severity. Which Forrest was always operated on, for example. No postop morbidity evaluation only description (Clavien-Dindo?). Mortality causes unclear. What about NOTES? What about cost-effectiveness and resource allocation which is also important in emergency care. The study is only descriptive and lacks scientific data.
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