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PART 1
	
	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 talks about pediatric colorectal surgery, which of often an intervention performed for anorectal malformation. By repairing and correcting this defect, an improvement in bowel control can be achieved leading to improved quality of life. The manuscript also emphasizes on bowel management and psychosocial factors. Although it addresses a clinically important topic, some improvements in methodology, discussion, general formatting and language, the manuscript's overall impact can be strengthened. 


	


PART  2
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	(5) The title of the manuscript is clear and gives a clear idea about the content and focus of the paper.
	

	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) Yes, the abstract is comprehensive, however, some clarity with methodology can improve the impact
	

	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) The keywords are useful and precise
	

	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 background is well organized for the most part but can be presented in a more concise and specific format
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	(5) The objectives are well stated
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	(4) Most of the literature review is relevant. A few more recent studies can strengthen the scientific impact
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	(5) Yes, most of the literature review is within acceptable ranges dates/duration of years but additional few recent studies could be considered
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	(3) The literature search methodology can be improved and better presented to fit either a narrative review or a systematic review. Currently, it lacks clarity and consistency in this aspect
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	(3) the manuscript lacks critical analysis in few sections, discussion. A clearer literature comparison and study quality assessment should be established
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	(4) the manuscript identifies the gaps in the literature well, addresses the gaps and suggests scope for future research
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	(5) the conclusions are logical and are not overly broad compared to the presented data
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	(2) the manuscript lacks a section explaining the major limitations of the study
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	(5) the quality of references is good, cites appropriate sources used within the study
	

	14. 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 overall manuscript can be improved for formatting, consistency, grammar and sentence formation/phrasing to improve the readability and scientific impact
	


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	Overall, this manuscript addresses the gaps in literature and is clinically impactful, however, I would recommend major revision before it can be considered for publication. My major concerns include clarity with the methodology, missing detailed study limitations and overall formatting and consistency of the manuscript.


	


PART  3: 

	

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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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