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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) 
 

 
1. Yes  

 
2. No (given that the study was conducted in a single hospital, we suggest the 

following: ‘’The Outcome of a Single Stage Repair for Proximal Hypospadias in Otherwise 
Healthy Child  at Mymensingh Medical College Hospital’’) 
 

3. Yes  
 

4. No (there's no need to add the recommendations section: this is an article, so the 
conclusion allows you to assess whether or not the main objective has been achieved.) 
 

5. Yes 
 

6. Yes (but they must be corrected to respect the Vancouver style, of course if your Journal's 
policy accepts the Vancouver style.) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

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

communications? 
 

 
 
 

Yes 

 

Optional/General comments 
 1. The last sentence of the MATERIALS AND METHODS section is redundant and 

makes this paragraph uniquely difficult to understand. We suggest the following 
rewording ‘’ This study was an interventional study, conducted at the Department of 
Paediatric Surgery, Mymensingh Medical College, Mymensingh, Bangladesh. At January 
2014 - April, 2015. The patients were selected purposively sampling method. A total 
number of 40 patients who were admitted in Pediatric Surgery Department in Mymensingh 
Medical College Hospital (MMCH) as routine admission in outpatient department (OPD) with 
the complaints of proximal hypospedias were selected for this study. Follow-up period was 3 
months. Results were considered satisfactory when the boy achieves a glanular meatus, 
single forward stream, unimpeded voiding, good cosmesis, and no need for secondary 
surgery for the urethra.’’  

 
2. In the results section, the commentary below table 1 can be limited to [.... were 16 

(40.00%)]. The table is self-explanatory and easy to understand.  
 

3. Figure 1 has no place here, as it relates the same information already presented in Table 1. 
 
 

4. The classification added below Table 3 is irrelevant, as this article deals with the 
management of proximal hypospadias, yet the images in Figure 2 show distal hypospadias.  

 
 

5. The recommendation section has no place, but we suggest including it in the conclusion, as 
it shows that the main objective of the study has been achieved.  
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6. The study lacks iconography to illustrate the surgical technique used and the evolution after 
3 months. 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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