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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 significant case of portal hypertension secondary to a giant hepatic hydatid cyst (HHC), a complication that is underrecognized even in endemic regions. By detailing the clinical, radiological, and therapeutic course of a young patient with this unusual presentation, the report reinforces the need to consider HHC in the differential diagnosis of portal hypertension when more common causes (e.g., cirrhosis, schistosomiasis) are absent. The clear use of Gharbi classification, multimodal imaging (US, CT, MRI), and correlation with endoscopic and serologic findings provides a valuable educational framework for clinicians, radiologists, and surgeons working in or managing patients from endemic areas. Furthermore, the discussion appropriately highlights the reversibility of portal hypertension after appropriate surgical and medical therapy, which has important prognostic implications. 
	 


 
 
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 
	5 
	 

	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 
	 

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

	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 
	 

	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 
	 

	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 
	4 
	 

	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 
	4 
	 

	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 
	5 
	 

	9. Are the results presented clearly?  
Rating Scale:  
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable 
	4 
	 

	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 
	 

	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 
	 

	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 
	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 
	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 
	4 
	 

	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 
	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. 
 
	Yes. The title accurately reflects the unusual nature of the case. Consider minor rephrasing: "Unusual Presentation of a Giant Hepatic Hydatid Cyst Revealing Portal Hypertension" → "Giant Hepatic Hydatid Cyst Presenting as Portal Hypertension: A Rare Case Report" for better clarity. 
	 

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?  
s 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement. 
 
	Mostly yes. However, it lacks a brief mention of the patient’s outcome (e.g., resolution of portal hypertension at 6 months), which is included in the main text. Please add one sentence summarizing the favorable outcome. 
	 

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?  
 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement 
. 
	Yes. The pathophysiology (compression vs. rupture), diagnostic workup, and treatment are sound. One minor correction: In the Discussion, the sentence "Hydatid serology is inconsistently positive [3,4]" appears twice (lines 3 and 4 of Discussion). Please delete the duplicate. 
	 

	Are the references sufficient and recent?  
(YES or NO) 
 
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement. 
 
	No. While classic references are included, only one reference (Badwaik et al., 2024) is from the last 5 years. Please add 2–3 recent (2019–2025) references on hepatic hydatid cyst management, portal hypertension imaging, or albendazole therapy. 
	 

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
(YES or NO) 
 
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
	No. However, the authors should explicitly state that informed consent was obtained from the patient for publication of clinical details and images. Add a sentence in the Case Presentation section. 
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