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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Reviewer’s comment Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that 
part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Please write a few sentences regarding the 
importance of this manuscript for the scientific 
community. Why do you like (or dislike) this 
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be 
required for this part. 
 

I like the manuscript as it discussed the rare disorder ARSA with a complete explanation of its common 

symptoms, incidence rate, and susceptible population who are at huge risk of getting affected with 

ARSA. Further, I really appreciate the mentioning about the Kommerell diverticulum, a disorder 

identified in 1936. In this study, the author further highlights the special attention that should be paid to 

the unusual or aberrant right subclavian artery during thoracic diagnostic and surgical procedures in 

patients to prevent the risk of surgical complications.  

 

 

Is the title of the article suitable? 
(If not please suggest an alternative title) 

 

Alternative title can be 
 
A case report on aneurysm of the atypical right subclavian artery: A rare embryological aberration  

 

 

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do 
you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some 
points in this section? Please write your 
suggestions here. 

 

Various imaging test which can be used for the assessment of the ARSA can be mentioned in the 
review.  

 

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript 
appropriate? 

Case report section of the manuscript can be further subdivided into various subsections like patient’s 
clinical history, diagnosis and treatment approach.  

 

Please write a few sentences regarding the 
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do 
you think that this manuscript is scientifically 
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 
sentences may be required for this part. 
 

This manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound as in this manuscript, case study of rare 
embryological aberration ARSA is discussed. Further, complete discussion about its origin, about its 
anatomical location, its scientific cause is also mentioned. Detailed discussion about various 
chromosomal abnormalities which can potentiate the risk of ARSA justify the scientific correctness of 
manuscript.   

 

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you 
have suggestions of additional references, please 
mention them in the review form. 
- 

More references about similar case reported earlier can be added for comparison can be added. .   
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Minor REVISION comments 
 

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

 

 
English quality is suitable for scholarly communication however language can be improved  
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

It was interesting to review the manuscript, “A Case Report on Aneurysm of the Atypical Right 
Subclavian Artery.” A Rare clinical incidence of an aneurysm associated with an aberrant right 
subclavian artery (ARSA) in an 86-year-old woman is presented in this case report study. The patient’s 
clinical history and findings of diagnostic imaging modalities, are reported in this document and a 
further brief discussion about ARSA, including its embryological origins is mentioned in this research 
study. However Valuable insights into a rare vascular anomaly is provided in this case, there are 
various key areas in which improvements can be made to enhance its quality as mentioned below: 

 

1. Timeline of various symptoms of this rare disorder is vague in this research study. More specific 

explanation regarding the duration, symptoms intensity, and onset would increase the aneurysm’s 

discovery significance. 

2. A Brief explanation about the selection of CT scan as a diagnostic modality and discussion of role 

played by the other potential imaging methods should be discussed in the study.  

3. Detailed explanation about the therapeutic strategies that can be used for the effective 

management of the ARSA. Further, more discussion about the surgical method for ARSA 

treatment and its complications should also be discussed.  

4. Clear presentation about the differential diagnosis criteria which can be used to differentiate ARSA 

from other causes depending upon the patient’s condition should also be mentioned 

5. Complete explanation about the pathophysiology of Kommerell’ Diverticulum or its association with 

ARSA would enhance the care report comprehensiveness 

6. Imaging studies which can be used for early diagnosis of Kommerell’ Diverticulum should be 

mentioned in the study.  

7. The intervention approach used to manage the patient’s case discussed in the study should be 

explained.  

 

8. Objectives of the case report are not clearly explained in the introduction section of the 

manuscript. Adding a specific aim and significance of presenting this case study would be 

beneficial for the study. 

9. Key takeaways from the case and their broader implications for clinical practice are missing in the 

conclusion section of the manuscript. Further research or guidelines for managing similar cases or 

the clinical significance of detecting such anomalies should be added in the conclusion section. 
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10. A complete explanation of what each figure demonstrates and how it contributes to understanding 

the case. Without appropriate explanation, the figures do not add much significance to the report. 

11. The figures quality is not properly explained. Appropriate labels and resolution (300 dpi tiff) must 

be added to all figures to ensure that the images are clear.  

12. Comparison of findings of this study to other similar cases in the literature is not mentioned in the 

case report. A more in-depth discussion regarding the comparison of this case to previous ARSA 

aneurysms reported cases would signify the commonality or rarity of certain features.  

13. Clinical implications of the embryological variations of ARSA are not appropriately connected to 

the case presentation in the section discussing ARSA embryology. 

14. Various congenital heart defects which can potentiate the risk of ARSA should be mentioned in the 

study.  

15. Various catheter-based treatment strategies that can be utilized for effective treatment of ARSA 

should be mentioned in the paper.  

16. A complete explanation (legend) of what each figure demonstrates and how it contributes to 

understanding the case. Without appropriate explanation, figures do not add much significance to 

the report. 

17. The figures quality is not properly explained. Appropriate labels and resolution must be added to 

all figures to ensure that the images are clear.  

18. There are some typographical errors in the study like “know” word used in the sentence “A type of 

dysphagia know as dysphagia lursoria” should be replaced with “known”. Certain long-sentences 

utilized in the manuscript can be broken into small sentences such as “The right subclavian 

artery...as axillary artery" sentences of the study.  

 
PART  2:  

 

 
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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