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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. 
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additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
 
 
The topic is fine and important for scientific community 
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The type of manuscript is letter to editor so there is no abstract 
 
The article would convey better if separate subheadings are there for etiopathogenesis, 
morphology, clinical features and treatment and rehabilitation etc. 
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1.The references are so many (60 in total) that a review article instead of letter to the editor should 
have been submitted (just a suggestion on a lighter note) 

2.Despite so many references, a large chunk of the manuscript has been written without mentioning 
particular references.  

3.The references do not appear at all in chronological order and are haphazardly numbered in the 
text.  
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communications? 
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The article needs to be revised so that redundancy and repetition in text is avoided. It should be 
more clear, crisp and concise. 
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