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PART 1: Review Comments

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 Introduction: introduction is very long. As a suggestion, Authors should be more concise
and objective. Ideally, introduction should be limited to 3 or 4 paragraphs about the subject
and knowledge gap.
Lines 127 – 133: this information belongs to methods section.
Lines 135 – 150: information regarding case history belongs to results section (case
report).
Methods: information regarding methodological issues and case report are mixed in this
section. The objective of methods section is to describe the evaluation and rehabilitation
program. Most of the information here are related to case report and results of evaluations.
Methods section is better described on the abstract.
Tables 1 – 3: these tables summarize results of neurophsychological exams. It belongs to
results section.
Figures 2 – 3: those figures represent results of treatment. They belong to results section.
Case report: I suggest that case report should be improved. It should be interesting to
describe previous functional issues.

Minor REVISION comments There are many grammar and orthography errors in the manuscript. I strongly suggest an
extensive review by an English-speaking person. Some mistakes identified are:
Line 38: “ASD” acronym must be coded.
Line 62: “intellectual activity”.
Line 62: “supposedly”?
Line 85: “precise”?
Line 87: syndrome.
Line 91: Cause.
Line 92: do not.
Line 97: syndromes.
Line 165: frequency.
Line 170: break.
Line 142: work.
Line 251: rehabilitation program.
Results: It would be interesting to show results of cranial tomography and EEG (images).

Optional/General comments

PART  2:

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)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
Authors need to describe that patient authorized use of images and that he did
consent use of information of his case report.
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