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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

Objective of the study should be more clear.
Its better to mention primary and secondary
objectives.

Most Importantly- Authors themselves are
stating that size of duct and experience of
cardiologist were the best predictor of
outcome as the incidence of complications
were more during the first 2 years of their
study. These would then be important
confounding factors (particularly the 2nd one)
which can affect their results. Hence their
primary objective cannot be to compare the
complication rates among different devices.
It could be for eg - “Our experience with
occluder devices over last 5 years”.

Authors should clearly mention about the
study design/ study population - both in
abstract and main manuscript.

Abstract - Results- Not clear - If objective is
to evaluate the efficacy of different devices,
then it should clearly reflect in results and
conclusion.
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Main manuscript- Instead of describing the

operative notes in detail, should more focus
on how the study was carried and how data
was collected.

Itis better if they compare the efficacy of
different devices in a fixed size PDA group. Eg
if the medium sized PDA was commonest,
then to compare the complication rates
among different devices in that group.

Minor REVISION comments

Title can be revised- Better to describe age group
here and Institute name can be omitted here.

Discussion - A table can be given - comparing the
results of this study with previous similar studies.

Fig 1:- Improvement in skills - How it is calculated ?

Optional /General comments

Name of the Institute can be omitted at certain
places.
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