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Compulsory REVISION comments   
Minor REVISION comments 
 

I strong recommend starting with second paragraph 
and then inserting the first. Re-organize it, please.  
There are some formatted mistakes underline in red 
over the manuscript, please correct them.  
From line 17 to 22 there is too much information for just 
one reference, please re-phrase it.  
Line 39: “As authors opinion, PDT could be…” 
Line 55: “ask for medical help” - when? 
Line 69: “evaluated visually” - how?  
No comment was made about symptoms in the clinical 
case description; it was only mentioned in the 
discussion section with citation. Re-phrase.  
Local depilation is obligate?  
Line 110: “the possibility of repeated repetition” Re-
phase.  
Line 121/22: it is not legible.  
As it is a clinical report, the discussion should be 
directed to the clinical conclusions and not to literature 
conclusions.  

 

Optional/General comments   
 
Reviewer Details: 
 

Name: Patricia Diogo 

Department, University & Country Dentistry Department, Faculty of Medicine, University of Coimbra, Portugal 
 
 
 


