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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the 

manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is 
mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback 
here) 

Compulsory REVISION 
comments 

  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Consider After Minor changes  

- It is unclear what the novelty of this paper 

is. 

- The paper requires editorial revision as 

there are some spelling and grammatical 

mistakes. 

- Background/introduction: please added 
because increase quality of paper. 

- Make the meaning of the Abbreviation  

Thank you for your feedback and suggestions. 

- We believe that this paper is novel in that there 
are no prior published cases of subcutaneous 
emphysema resulting from emesis secondary to 
cannabis hyperemesis syndrome 

 

- Thank you for noting spelling and grammatical 
mistakes. We have reviewed the manuscript to 
identify these mistakes 
 

- We have added the meaning of abbreviations 
used in the manuscript 

Optional/General comments Overall, the paper is well written.  
 
 
 
 
 
 


