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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.
	This manuscript presents a rare and clinically relevant triple association of acute pancreatitis, Rapunzel syndrome, and incomplete situs inversus in an adolescent patient. The case is valuable because it highlights the diagnostic difficulty created by unusual anatomy and an atypical surgical emergency presentation. It also reinforces the importance of multimodal imaging and timely surgical intervention in complex acute abdominal conditions. In addition, the report adds to the limited literature on bezoar-related complications and may be useful for surgeons, radiologists, and emergency physicians.
	




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
	4
The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the main clinical entities reported, although it is slightly long.
	

	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
	4
The abstract summarizes the background, case, and conclusion effectively, but it could be strengthened by including a more explicit statement of the diagnostic and therapeutic implications.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Excellent. The keywords are relevant and adequately represent the central topics of the case report.
	

	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
	4
The introduction provides appropriate clinical context and is generally well organized, though it could be slightly more concise and focused on the rationale for the report.
	

	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
	4
As a case report, the objective is implicitly clear, but a more explicit final sentence in the introduction stating the educational purpose of the case would improve clarity.
	

	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
	3
The references are relevant to the topic, but the discussion would benefit from a more recent and broader selection of literature, particularly for Rapunzel syndrome, trichobezoar complications, and situs inversus-related abdominal emergencies.
	

	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
	5
For a case report, the clinical description, imaging evaluation, operative findings, and postoperative follow-up are appropriate and adequately presented.
	

	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
	2
The manuscript does not clearly state patient consent for publication, institutional ethical approval if applicable, or other relevant ethical declarations expected in a case report.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The clinical course, imaging findings, intraoperative findings, and postoperative evolution are described clearly, though some language refinement would improve readability.
	

	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


	4
The figures appear relevant and support the case well, but figure legends and in-text referencing could be standardized further for clarity.
	

	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
	4
The discussion compares the case with prior reports and explains the possible pathophysiology appropriately, but it could be strengthened by a more critical comparison with recent literature.
	

	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
	5
The conclusion is consistent with the case findings and the clinical interpretation provided in the manuscript.
	

	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
	1
The manuscript does not explicitly discuss limitations, such as the inherent constraints of a single-case report and the limited generalizability of the findings.
	

	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
	3
The references are relevant, but the list is relatively limited and would benefit from updating and expansion with more recent sources.
	

	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
	3
The manuscript is understandable overall, but several sentences require stylistic and grammatical revision to meet the standards of formal academic English.
	




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.

	Yes, the title is suitable because it accurately reflects the main clinical diagnosis and the unusual association described. However, it may be shortened slightly to improve readability without losing scientific precision.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes, the abstract is generally comprehensive and presents the essential elements of the report. A brief mention of the main diagnostic challenge and the key management implication would make it stronger.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound overall and the clinical reasoning is plausible. Nevertheless, it would benefit from clearer ethical reporting, stronger language revision, and a more critical discussion of differential diagnosis and limitations.
	

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

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

	No, the references are relevant but not fully sufficient in number or recency. I recommend adding more recent peer-reviewed publications, especially systematic reviews or recent case series on trichobezoar, Rapunzel syndrome, and pancreatitis in patients with congenital anatomical anomalies.
	

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

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

	Yes, the manuscript should explicitly state informed consent for publication and clarify whether ethical approval was required or waived according to institutional policy. This is particularly important for a case report involving a minor.
	





Reviewer details:

Breno Henrique Caneguim, Universidade Federal Do Triangulo Mineiro, Brazil
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