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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

My comments on the manuscript are as follows:

There are many spelling and grammatical errors that need to be corrected.

Authors should write in the introduction section as in which cases need a graft, which kind of grafts are used for
defective urethral plate, and which grafts are preferred more.

They should write the ethics committee number and state that they have received the consent form.

They did not specify which statistical method they used.

Did the authors preserve the urethral plate in all patients? Have they had to cut the urethral plate in all patients
with severe ventral penile curvature without making a U incision?

The image to the right of the figure 4 looks more like a flap than a graft.

All results should be given in a table.

It is seen that no comparison statistics have been made. p values are lacking.

It should be stated whether the results of the follow-up evaluations of the patients are statistically significant.
There is also no comparison of PPPS.

The discussion section should be rewritten, the paragraphs as a whole will make it more understandable.

The first paragraph of the discussion section should be in the results section.

Minor REVISION comments

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)
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