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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 
 

Page 1 line 18 what does alrtered mean? 
The key-words must be ordered alphabetically! 
Page 3 line 62 subtenant must be corrected to 
subtenon. 
Page 4 line 85 were must be changed to was. 
Page 4 line 94 Patient must be changed to Patients. 
Page 6 line 120 %80 must be changed to 80% and 
%20 to 20%. 
In the Results section and in Table I 68+48 patients are 
116 not 112. There is a mistake in the number of 
patients, demographics and their percentage to correct. 
In Page 7 line 150 painor must be corrected to pain or. 
In page 7 line 151 the concept is not clear and must be 
written in a more fluent English. 
In page line 156 have must be changed to has. 
In page 8 line 191 ) must be inserted in the text. 
In page 9 line 206 that’s why is correct. 
In page 10 line 224 English is not fluent and the 
sentence has no meaning. 
The References section must be formatted and written 
according to the Author’s guidelines of the Journal. 

The key-words  ordered alphabetically as 
recommended. 
 
 
 
All grammatical errors corrected as 
recommended. And the references section 
formatted and written according to the Author’s 
guidelines of the Journal 
 
 
Two mew references were added about LOCS 
III system and nuclear hardness evaluation. 

Minor  REVISION comments 
 

None.  

Optional /General  comments 
 

None. 
 

 

 
 


