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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

Abstract:

Under method, mention the (or some of the) internet

data bases used, provide the search/key words used and
date range covered.

The conclusion needs to be recast to capture the
central theme of the review. As written, dwelt on
recommendation. In particular, the sentence
“Perhaps if patients who develop relapse disease

had previously undergone radiotherapy for prostate

cancer undergo further biopsies of prostate may |
new cases of PASOP would be diagnosed in the
biopsy specimens.” is redundant and did not conv
any meaning suggestive of a valid conclusion.
Key words: need to be within the maximum for the
journal

Introduction:

Unless in accordance with the journal’s style, not well
referenced. Line 38 to 56 not referenced at all. Good
references and referencing are the hallmarks of good
review articles.

Methods

Line 86 to 102, instead of stating individual definitions,
give a cut across definition for the various definitions and
cite the authors. That makes a better and readable
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review.
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Generally the method adopted here is unnecessary
lengthy, perhaps because the collated materials were
largely not processed but used raw.

Essentially, the author(s) need to process the information
generated and represent the central idea in an easy to
follow thought flow.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments
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