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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

1- Title : A Case of Small Bowel Intimation with Sepsis Is not adequately informative: |
suggest adding more new finding details.

2-Abstract:

- A mistake "Patient information: -He....." while The main diagnosis, therapeutic intervention
and outcomes: Her flexible sigmoidoscopy....."

3- References’ styles aren't uniform throughout the manuscript; for example:

In the Introduction:

-Only one Reference was used (Singer et al., 2016). The authors neglected checking
another, important, variable set of references while writing the introduction/ background for
their topic.

-Reference used (Singer et al., 2016), was written in style (nhame &year style)different from
the rest of the manuscript (number style).

4-Aim/specific objective of this case study isn't clear at all.

-What does this research seek to add? To prove? What is the new finding of this case
study??

5-Also, methodology sections are not clarified.

6-Again, the repeated mistake: Patient information: -63 years old male admitted.... while
Medical family and psychosocial history: -patient had a medical history of small bowel
intimation with sepsis for 1 month. She took treatment for that but not cure. She belongs....
7- Absence of Ethical consideration section:

- No patient consent form .

-No Approval of ethical research committee in the hospital where the study was done.
8-Results section:

Is not demarcated from the discussion section. (not written at alll!)

9-Discussion:

- Very old reference was used Lucius Hotchkiss 1901

-Many abbreviation needs to be clarified on first usage as: SBO, MICU, ED
10-Conclusion :

Also, vague and irrelevant. There are some contradictions: How come " patient benefit
from earlier surgical intervention in emergency situation while the authors demand to .. it is
critical to consider patients’ wishes. It is critical to consider patients’ preferences when
beginning treatment in general and offering surgery in particular, because an operation can
have a major impact on quality of life..."??

11-Refernces:

-ALL of them are very, very old belong to the nineties; more than 25 years ago!!

-The authors couldn't find new papers to compare & demonstrate their findings?? !!

-The discussion mentions 11 references while the references section includes only six
references!!! Where are the remaining references??!!

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments
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PART 2:

Reviewer's comment

IAuthor’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)

Absence of Ethical consideration section:

- No patient consent form .

-No Approval of ethical research committee in the hospital where the study was
done.

As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper.

Kindly see the following link:

http://sciencedomain.org/archives/20
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