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community. Why do you like (or dislike) this
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be
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Essential to study for facial palsy and associated diseases

Is the title of the article suitable?
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Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you | Sensation instead of information

suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in
this section? Please write your suggestions here.

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript Appropriate

appropriate?

Please write a few sentences regarding the

correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think

that this manuscript is scientifically robust

technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences

may be required for this part.

scientific | Scientifically correct based on mentioning course in detail and years of scientist. Technically
also sound with no typographical mistakes and alignments. Overall impression in good.

and

Are the references sufficient and recent? If

suggestions of additional references, please

mention them in the review form.

you have | Yes sufficient and recent too.
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Is the language/English quality of the article suitable

for scholarly communications?

Yes English language suitable for scholarly article.
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