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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 
 

Mention the Study design in the abstract. 
Spell check required in line 8 
Reframe line 6 in results section. Methodology is written in results section. 
Write more specific keywords than diffuse or obstruction 
 
Mention ethical approval details in the methodology section. Modify line 49. Reframe 
line 52 to 55.  
 
Reframe line 59 and 66. Why was median calculated? Line 60 is incomplete. The 
results section has many statements describing the procedure. Study findings have 
to be elaborated. Was there any statistical analysis done? 
Tables and figures should be presented as per their appearance in the text and not 
at the end. 
 
Line 72 and 74 is the repetition from introduction and results respectively. Age is 
mentioned as mean here. Reframe line 75. Line 78 has to be mentioned in results. 
Rewrite discussion. 
Conclusion mentioned at the end of the manuscript is same as that in the abstract. 
Kindly elaborate 
 
Was an Ethical committee approval obtained? There is no mention of the same in the 
manuscript. 
 
Details of ethical approval whether obtained is not mentioned. 
 
In the reference section, citations should be indicated by the reference number in 
brackets [3]. 
Reference 3 lacks edition number. List the first six authors followed by et al. 
Give references of few more recent studies done 
 
 

1. The purpose of the study has been clearly stated in the abstract. 
2. The results section in the abstract has been reorganized. 
3. The inappropriate keywords have been replaced by the two appropriate 
ones. 
4. Typos, grammar and fonts have been corrected in the entire article. 
5. Ethical approval details have been stated in the methods section. 
6. No statistical methods were used in the study. 
7. It is written wrongly. It should be mean age instead of median.  
8. The discussion section has been re-written.  
9. Table and figures have been fixed.  
10. The result section has been detailed. 
11. Reference numbers have been specified with []. 
12. Data in the references have been corrected.  
13. Nine new reference papers have been added into the references section.  
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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) 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 


