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 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. 
 
Suggest: Bilateral obstructed inguinal hernia with left sided Amyand hernia. 
 
Last sentence of the first paragraph of introduction not understood. 
 
Yes  
 
Why two separate inguinal incisions were joined in the midline as mentioned in the 
case report. What was the advantage/benefit? 
Caecum and appendix can not be appreciated in the clinical photographs. Clinical 
photographs should be clear and representative of the case, it should clearly be 
marked showing the relevant structures. 
 
Small bowel appears to be dusky and not frankly gangrenous. Why was a 
resection of the bowel done? 
 
Can not differentiate which photograph is for which side. 
 
It should be clearly mentioned whether it was small or large bowel that was 
involved. 
 
Discussion is inadequate. Author should have also discussed relevant cases 
reported in the world literature also. What could have been the possible reason for 
the left sided Amyand hernia? 
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1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
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