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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 
 

1. It should be also mentioned that the 
hydronephrosis may be due to operative 
procedure either during the initial c/section 
or subsequent surgeries. 

2. Discuss role of caesarean hysterectomy 
and Bilateral uterine artery/Hypogastric 
ligation. 
 

3. Discuss role of aspirin in increasing 
bleeding time. 
 

4. Need more lab data such as PT, INR 
Fibrinogen, platelets etc 

5. Also mention that if prenatal diagnoses is 
suspected then a high longitudinal 
c/section versus LTCS would be preferred. 

6. If the desired outcome is a healthy child 
then by the time a more definitive diagnosis 
is made abortion is not a choice as it 
carries similar risks and does not correct 
the problem. This should be omitted. 

7. Although continued professional 
psychological support is indeed very 
important, cannot advise for further testing 
with EEG and cognitive tests at this point. 

 
Ethical issues:  
Need a statement of medical review board 
regarding approval of this case for reporting 

1. Mentioned. Please see line 6 from above 
in page 7. 

 
 
2. Mentioned. Please see line 8 from above 

in page 7. 
3. Discussed. See last line of page 6. 
 
 
4. Mentioned in page 5, line 4 from above. 
5. Mentioned. See line 4 from below, page 6. 
 
6. Mentioned in page 6. 

 
 
 
7. Modified sentences at last part of 

discussion. 
 
 
Ethical issue mentioned in page 8. 
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Minor  REVISION comments 
 

1. Correct typographical error in reference 19 
2. Needs grammatical corrections and revisions 

for the entire article 
3. Reference 15 discusses hydronephrosis in 

newborn infants. Need a better reference 

1. Corrected. Please see ref 23. 
2. English was edited. 

 
3. Changed. Please see ref 19. 

Optional /General  comments   

As per the guideline of editorial office we follow VANCOUVER reference style for our paper. 
 
Kindly see the following link:  
 
http://sciencedomain.org/archives/20  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


