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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	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.
	Hemorrhoidal disease is a common disorder Surgical treatment is the gold standard Tx Data from the Indian Subcontinent are scarce Thus data from Bangladesh are welcomed even if they come from a University Hospital and therefore they do not mirror everyday practice
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The title is adequate although it could be reduced in size
Rating:4
	

	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
	Were patients consecutive? How they have been allocated in the two groups? Statistical method might be provided instead of describing p-value Also outcomes could be described in brief since they are also described in the results Abbreviations should be explained in their first appearance in the text P-values should be provided for all parameters included in the abstract 
Rating:3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Main outcomes might be also included
Rating:2
	

	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
	Any available data from neighbouring countries should be included
Rating:4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	It should be defined whether the study was prospective or retrospective and whether it was blinded 
Rating:3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Majeed S et al. Comparison of open and closed techniques of haemorrhoidectomy in terms of post-operative complications J Ayub Med Coll Abbottabad 2015;27:791-3
Mohapatra R, et al. A comparative study of open and closed hemorrhoidectomy International Srgery J 2018;5:1981-5
Mohan SVs, et al. Open vs closed hemorrhoidectomy: surgical outcomes IOSH J Dental and Medical Sciences 2014;13:59-62
Rating:3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Power of the study should be calculated It should be defined whether the study is prospective or retrospective and the way patients have been allocated in the two groups Parameters taken into consideration for patients’ allocation should be defined Were any other comorbidities exclusion criteria? Criteria of outcomes evaluation should be defined, when possible, for instance how bleeding was defined and measured? How has incontinence been defined?
Rating:3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	No ethical issues
Rating:5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	P-values should be provided for every comparison presented Infections and any other complications should be described Was there any need for blood transfusion Quantity of bleeding might be better to be defined
Rating:3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Comorbidities should be presented in separate table Which statistical method was used to compare age or BMI? 
Rating:3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Discussion seems to be satisfactory Nevertheless an explanation should be provided for every finding 
Rating:3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Conclusions are supported by data
Rating:4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Limitations discussion seems to be adequate
Rating:4
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Majeed S et al. Comparison of open and closed techniques of haemorrhoidectomy in terms of post-operative complications J Ayub Med Coll Abbottabad 2015;27:791-3
Mohapatra R, et al. A comparative study of open and closed hemorrhoidectomy International Srgery J 2018;5:1981-5
Mohan SVs, et al. Open vs closed hemorrhoidectomy: surgical outcomes IOSH J Dental and Medical Sciences 2014;13:59-62
Rating:3
	

	15. 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
	Some linguistic adaptations might be useful
Rating:4
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title is adequate although it could be reduced in size

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Were patients consecutive? How they have been allocated in the two groups? Statistical method might be provided instead of describing p-value Also outcomes could be described in brief since they are also described in the results Abbreviations should be explained in their first appearance in the text P-values should be provided for all parameters included in the abstract 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	References from Indian subcontinent should be included 
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No
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