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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 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

Yes, very interesting 
1. The tittle is ok 
2. The abstract should be re-elaborated, to large, and needs more specifical 

data. 
3. The sections should be fixed as a literature review article. It isn’t well done. 
4. Scientifically is correct  
5. The references are sufficient but not recent 

All the suggestions appear in the article, for better comprehension by the authors 

 

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

communications? 

Yes 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

I think this is a very interesting article, needs some corrections but very interesting 
This article is very interesting and with a controversial topic. 
I suggest: 
• To Review the summary, only data relevant to the controversy. The medical 
literature search websites used, the literature found, the ones selected and 
why…….Do not exceed 250 words. 
• Re-elaborate the objective, the one in the summary does not correspond to the one 
in the introduction. 
• As a review article, 3 fundamental parts must be well determined: introduction, 
development and conclusions. The introduction gives us an overview of why this 
study is being carried out, providing all the epidemiological data it can and 
physiologically explaining the problem. In the development, everything found in its 
review is addressed, incorporating all the subchapters that you want, for your better 
understanding. 

 Please, insert figures where they are mentioned in the text and not at the end. 
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