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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 case report describes a rare and clinically instructive combination of an infected urachal sinus communicating with an underlying urachal cyst in a one-year-old infant, presenting after an earlier umbilical polypectomy. It highlights an important diagnostic pitfall for paediatricians and paediatric surgeons: recurrent "benign" umbilical discharge after superficial procedures may conceal a deeper congenital urachal anomaly that requires high-resolution ultrasound before any surgical intervention. The report also documents a multidrug-resistant Proteus mirabilis infection managed successfully with targeted carbapenem therapy, which adds useful microbiological and antimicrobial-stewardship value. Overall, the case is a worthwhile addition to the literature on paediatric urachal anomalies, provided the manuscript is revised as noted below.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	3
It would be clearer if shortened.
	

	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
	

	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
	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
	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
	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
	4
	

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


	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
	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
	2
	




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 and reflects the case content. It could be slightly shortened for readability .
	

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

	The abstract covers presentation, imaging, surgery, microbiology and outcome, but contains grammatical errors and a duplicated phrase ("performed abdominally & abdominally"). Please have the abstract professionally language-edited and tightened.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO. Please ask the authors to verify and correct the following before acceptance: (1) The chronology of dates in the case is inconsistent - the prior umbilical polypectomy is dated 18/12/2025, outpatient visits are dated 20/02/2026, 23/02/2026 and 29/04/2026, yet the admission date is written as "07-04-06", the operative date as "7/7/2006", and the ultrasound date as "6th July, 2006" - these cannot all belong to the same ~7-month clinical timeline for one infant and need correction/standard formatting (DD/MM/YYYY) throughout. (2) In Section 2.6 the bladder-end ligature material is first described as "polydioxanone (PDS 5-0)" and later in the same section as "polypropylene suture (PDS 5-0)" - PDS is polydioxanone, not polypropylene; this internal contradiction should be resolved. These are data-accuracy issues rather than issues with the clinical management itself.
	

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

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

	NO, Some references are outdated and should be replaced with more recent publications (preferably within the last 5–10 years).".
	

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

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

	No overt ethical issues - institutional ethics committee approval and parental/guardian consent for publication of the case, photographs and imaging are stated. However, the date inconsistencies noted above should be clarified to confirm the integrity of the reported timeline.
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