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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. 
 

It is a nice review about the history of hysterectomy; indications and approaches.  
The topic is discussing a rare type of manageable uterine malignancies well-known even if it is 
difficult in the diagnosis pre-operatively. 
The radiological tools with its different accuracies cannot accurately diagnose this rare type of 
malignancies.  

 

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

 

No. 
I think (The changes in the approaches to hysterectomy over time; the role of indications 
and experience) 
 

 

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. 

 

The abstract is very comprehensive but more details about the topic and the case should be 
mentioned to attract the readers to go through this manuscript. 

 

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript 
appropriate? 

The introduction is very short and does not reflect the importance of the subject.  

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. 

The contents of the subject is well-known and accurate pieces of information. Even though the 
authors were unlucky in the references of this manuscript. 
As long as hysterectomy is the main gynaecological procedure all over the world,  this fact puts 
further burden on the authors on writing a scientific manuscript even if it is a case report. 

 

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

This is the most disappointing section in this manuscript. Most of it are old, incomplete to be 
reviewed, using non-English translated references and relying on thesis and books. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

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

 

 
It needs a minor English review especially in the punctuation. 
 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

The reviews of the article need massive reconstruction to add recent references and to clarify the 
already mentioned ones. As an example, in reference number 2 nothing related to this manuscript. 
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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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