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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.
	- The manuscript highlight a significant presentation of a giant hepatic hydatid cyst complicated by portal hypertension.
- Reporting unusual manifestations is important to increase the clinical awareness.
- The manuscript adds meaningful educational and scientific value to the existing body of literature on hepatobiliary and parasitic disease.
	




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 = Good
The title is interesting, however, it could be refined:

Giant Hepatic Hydatid Cyst Revealing Portal Hypertension: Unusual Presentation OR Giant Hepatic Hydatid Cyst Revealing Portal Hypertension: A Rare Case Report

	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory 
While the abstract describes a rare clinical presentation, its general lack of detail inhibits very complete representation of the elements associated to the patient including: clinical finding, diagnostic evaluations and treatment plan.
There should be greater emphasis on the scientific and innovative aspects on the case
	

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

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
While the background information introduce the subject, it lacks adequate detail and scientific context. More information about the parasite, pathophysiology and infrequent complications of hepatic hydatid cyst would strengthen the introduction.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript would benefit from a more explicit statement regarding the purpose and clinical significance of reporting this case.
	

	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
	2= Need Improvement
A limited and outdated review of prior studies has been conducted and more recent and pertinent literature should be reviewed. Additionally, comparisons with cases in the literature would enhance the scientific merit of the report.
	

	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 = Good
As a case report, it is generally appropriate.
	

	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 = Needs Improvement
Ethical considerations should be addressed in the report, and specific statements regarding informed consent and whether or not ethical approval was received should be included per the requirements for publication.

	

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

	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


	2 = Needs Improvement
In terms of figures in the report, there is low quality images. High quality images, correct labelling protocols for all included images and relevant radiologic findings would meaningfully enhance the overall educational and scientific proceeds of the report.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript contains relevant information that serves as a basis in support of publishing this report on hydatid liver cyst arterial complications by providing referenced literature concerning the same.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
The conclusion is consistent with the clinical findings, it would help if there were more detail in the descriptions of the results of diagnosis and therapy as well as more specifics on each of those results.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript does not appear to discuss the limitations of the case.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
The references appear are limited and insufficient to adequately support the manuscript.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
There are many area of the manuscript that do not have proper grammar, sentence structure or academic scientific writing style
	




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 article’s title suits well to the content for this article; it expresses the unusual presentation that is discussed in this paper.
	

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

	No
The article’s abstract is very relevant to the manuscript overall, though it lacks detail on the clinical presentation, diagnosis and treatment of the case. A more organized overview would help improve the quality of the science and clarity of the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
The manuscript appears to be adequately supported scientifically and discusses an unusual and very important complication of liver hydatid cystic disease.
	

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

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

	No
The references are limited.
	

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

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

	No
I recommend that authors include a statement of patient informed consent, as referred to in the manuscript, to complete documentation of the study results.
	




Reviewer details:

Haneen Nawaf Alzainny, Duhok Polytechnic University, Iraq
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