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Compulsory REVISION comments The author will need to address some his/her 

comments open fractures line item 38-41. Line items 
46-48 need revision why does this author consider 
the locking screw to be the most challenging part of 
the procedure. Line item 52-53 the author should 
clarify and elaborate on the aim of the study. Line 
item 63-64 the author stated the same team, does 
that include the surgeon and OR staff each time? 
The author also states the operative time decreased, 
this section should have a table to indicate the exact 
OR time for each patient. Line item 65-77 the author 
should explain why all the femoral procedures were 
done retrograde, there is no clear reason why. IN the 
discussion the author should comment on the 
objective of the study and did the results prove or 
disprove. The is not a clear thought process in the 
discussion, the author seems to drift into other 
studies regarding open fracture which is not the aim 
of the study in my opinion.   
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