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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. In the view of the possible readers from different parts of the world, the author should 

add “generic name” of the drugs used.  
2. Key words – could it be more reachable if it includes tricuspid atresia?  
3. The author needs to decide whether he/she will present as first person or second 

person narrative. This can avoid the sentence such as “While pregnant, I drank too 
much alcohol” compared to “A mother who contracted a viral infection (especially 
German measles) while pregnant.” 

4. Diagnostic assessment: normal value should be added to the patient’s values. 
5. Same comment from no 1, applies for therapeutic intervention in page 3.  
6. The two paragraphs from discussion and conclusion are 95% similar.  
7. It is not clear which major treatment the child has received such as surgery and the 

specific improvement should be mentioned rather than dramatic improvement. For 
instance, such and such symptoms relieved, some symptoms maintained, or some 
cured etc. “Until my final day of care” raised my curiosity first whether the patient is still 
doing well. But according to the manuscript, I believe the baby is fine.  
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 
1. Please relook the manuscript in general to improve grammar and sentence 

construction.  
a. some “full stops” are missing, and the author adds “comma” between two 

sentences. E.g., in the first para of the abstract.  
b. Some words are repeating. E.g., cyanosis in the second para of the abstract  

2. Could the “AVBRH” be written in full form at the first time and then the author can use 
the abbreviated form in the future.  

3. Page 2, past medical history – needs to be revised for grammar. “he not has” is not 
appropriate.  

4. Similar to the past intervention and outcomes “patient not take” and “As breathing 
difficulty, they when went to private clinics from where he was referred to AVBRH for 
further treatment.” Needs improvement.  

5. Clinical findings” Cyanosis, feeding problems, cyanosis, shortness of breath and quick 
breathing, sluggish development, and a heart murmur are all symptoms of cyanosis” I 
think second cyanosis is by mistake.  
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 
Overall acceptable in terms of clinical relevance but it would be great if the author relook 
into grammar, sentence construction.  
I would suggest the author to use “my patient” instead of “my child” which can create some 
confusions.  
Key words can include “tricuspid atresia” 
References session should be improved.  
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PART  2:  
 

 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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