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	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.


	This case report documents a rare spontaneous intraperitoneal rupture of a hepatic hydatid cyst in an endemic region like Morocco, and highlights the diagnostic and surgical challenges in resource-limited settings. It underscores the need for prompt imaging and intervention to prevent life-threatening complications such as peritonitis and anaphylaxis, which can inform clinical practices in similar high-prevalence areas. Furthermore, by emphasizing postoperative albendazole therapy and peritoneal lavage with hypertonic saline, the manuscript provides practical insights for surgeons managing such emergencies, which could potentially reduce recurrence rates and improving patient outcomes in global health contexts.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable as it accurately describes the rare complication and case report format. However, it could be refined for clarity and grammatical precision. Suggested alternative: "Spontaneous Rupture of a Hepatic Hydatid Cyst into the Peritoneal Cavity: A Rare Case Report."
	

	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 is mostly comprehensive and provides a clear overview of the case, management, and implications. However, it lacks specific details on the surgical procedure (e.g., pericystectomy and cholecystectomy) and postoperative outcomes, which would strengthen it. I suggest adding a sentence on the imaging findings and the use of albendazole for recurrence prevention. Delete or condense redundant phrases like "with favorable clinical evolution" to make it more concise. Overall, ensure grammatical corrections, such as adding spaces between words (e.g., "Hydatiddisease" should be "Hydatid disease").


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its description of hydatid disease etiology, clinical presentation, diagnosis via CT imaging, and surgical management. it aligns with established literature on Echinococcus infections. The classification of cysts (Gharbi III and V) and complications like peritoneal infection are accurately portrayed, and the emphasis on emergency surgery with scolicidal irrigation is appropriate. However, some claims need stronger substantiation, such as the rupture incidence. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient in number and cover key aspects of hydatid disease, but several are outdated (e.g., refs 13, 14, 16 from 1996-2004), and there are duplicates (refs 10-12 are identical; refs 1-2 overlap in content). About 40% are from the last 10 years, which is acceptable for a case report but could be improved for currency. Remove duplicates and ensure all citations match the reference list accurately.
	

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


	No, the language quality not proper without major editing. There are numerous typographical errors (missing spaces in words like "aHepaticHydatidCystinto," "Wepresent," "peritonealcavity"), grammatical issues (run-on sentences in the discussion, inconsistent tense), and awkward phrasing ("CasePrésentation" should be "Case Presentation"; "Obsevation" is a typo for "Observation"). 
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a valuable case report on a rare but serious complication, but the manuscript requires significant revisions for clarity, formatting, and accuracy. Figures are referenced but not described in detail. ensure they are high-quality and labeled properly (Figure 1's caption is cut off). The discussion could be streamlined to avoid repetition (multiple mentions of rupture rates). Overall, with corrections, it could be publishable.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues identified.
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