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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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

- the case is very rare and interesting but the 

authors should include an introduction and 

discussion to reinforce the clinical case; 

- the English language must be checked. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Based on the suggestion we have added the 
sections.  According to the reviewer’s suggestions, 
one of our colleagues, he is a senior author, 
inspected the manuscript. Then, the whole of the 
manuscript was revised scientifically based on the 
suggestions of the reviewer. Some parts of the 
manuscript were rewritten carefully by the authors. 
All of the changed parts of the manuscript were 
highlighted  in yellow colour in the text. We are 
grateful to the reviewers for their valuable 
comments that have been seriously and 
comprehensively addressed in the revised version of 
the manuscript. 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

- figure 1 should be divided into two different 

figures; 

- figure 2 should be divided in a) and b); 

- the keywords should not be less than 5. 

 

 

Based on the suggestion we added two more 

keywords. The figures were re-ordered 

according to the manuscript. We think that the 

quality of picture will decrease if we divide the 

figures.   

Optional/General comments 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


