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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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be
required for this part.

There are other diseases in which the presenting symptoms are present. Diseases such as
primary appendicitis epiploica, mesenteric panniculitis may also have similar findings and
these can be treated conservatively. The definitive diagnosis of these can be made by
tomography. Although the treatment was correct in these two patients with torsion of the
omentum, intra-abdominal conditions that could have been treated conservatively could have
been encountered. A definitive diagnosis could not be made with preoperative ultrasound, but
tomography was not performed. Why was a CT scan not considered? In patients in whom a

definitive diagnosis could not be made by preoperative ultrasonography, a CT scan is required.

This can be added as a criticism of the article.

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

The title of the article is appropriate.

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

Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please
write here.

The manuscript is scientifically correct.
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References are sufficient and current.
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The language/English quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communications.
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