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References are less, and need to add more recent ones, rather adding ref from 1985 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 

This requires a lot of correction of sentences, grammer, and words. 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

This article requires correction of sentences, such as.  
In abstract,, usually suspected based on examination, to be corrected,  
60 year, to be corrected 
Introduction. TGDC make up 70% to be corrected 
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Evolution has been made  needs correction 
Detail of surgical procedure to be written 
Discussion 
70% of time   to be corrected 
Numerous times to be corrected 
These are few examples which require corrections 

 

 
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) 
 
 

 
 
 

 
Reviewer Details: 
 
Name: Dildar Hussain 
Department, University & Country Medeor Hospital, United Arab Emirates 
 


