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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 
 

 
Biggest problem is methodology – no data about duration of the surgery, blood 
loss, and difference in rehabilitation protocol 
How were the patients selected for one or other type of treatment ? 
If all the patients with C3 fractures were drafted for olecranon osteotomy, we can 
not compare these procedures because we selected it with intent 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Discussion must contain more references regarding approaches and complications. Only 
7 references are not enough.  
Also, the paper would have more value with longer follow up period, or if only C3 
fractures were analysed wit different surgical approaches  
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The structure of the paper is solid, statistics simple, but adequate.  
Unfortunately, the conclusion is not supported by the data (regarding age of the patient 
and preferred surgical approach) but subjective opinion.  
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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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