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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 thetitle 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)

Clinical application of Cephalometry is individualistic. In my view, Radiograph
won’t be an ideal way of measuring the orbital cavity. In spite of any expertise
radiologist intervention measurement of a 3 Dimensional structure in a 2
Dimensional image. References of earlier studies conducted with the help of
MRI and CT are quoted. Only height, width of orbital margin is not enough to
define the shape. Because shape of orbit is approximately square shape with
rounded corners.

Incomplete title — need to precise as per the protocol like — it should clearly
suggest what type of study is being done, etc items should be reflected

Yes. Abstract is comprehensive.

AIM & OBJECTIVE section is missing in article. References in Vancouver style
in superscript manner not followed

Yes, Manuscript is correct. But the methodology used is not ideal which might
have lot of subjective errors.

References need to be quoted in the article

Minor REVISION comments

1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?
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