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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	Medical science consists to a large degree of discussion and exchange of experience and observations. These may occur via direct dialog among scientists, presentations at conferences, and by means of scientific manuscripts in peer-reviewed journals.
The organization of the results should be parallel to the organization of the methods. Start by describing your population: how many subjects, how many protocol failures, the demographics of the individual groups, etc.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Graph ALL your data whenever possible. There is a tendency for investigators to graph means and standard errors (if showing dispersion of the data) or standard errors (if comparing the means).
The beginning should introduce the subject. The writer wants to catch the reader's attention and hint at what is to come. If the beginning is improper, the reader could lose interest quickly and stop reading.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The Materials and Methods section is the most critical part of the manuscript. It should describe what, exactly, you did in the study. Typically there is a handy document that already describes the materials and methods: the study protocol. Therefore, an easy and logical place to start is to cut and paste the study protocol into your Materials and Methods section.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Make certain that the statistical analysis is appropriate, and that it is accurately described in the manuscript (Tables 2, 3).
The middle section presents the main ideas, thoughts, actions and so on. These will often be presented in stages or with several twists and turns of argument
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	  Write the abstract 
Only after the manuscript is complete you should write the abstract. Again, consult the Guide for Authors to make certain that your abstract is properly formatted.
Now that you have written your manuscript, rewrite it. Read the manuscript aloud to yourself and listen for any abrupt jumps in the logical flow,
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Depending on the level of English required, the points and paragraphs will be simple or more complex. Fewer paragraphs will be written at the lower levels of the exam.
The ending generally sums up the piece of text, or makes a final point, or brings a conclusion to a story.
	

	Optional/General comments


	First, describe the basic clinical or scientific question of interest.
The discussion is where you place your findings in the broader scientific or clinical context. Many authors write lengthy discussions, considering their results from every possible angle, followed by a mini review of the literature.

 The body of the article, as stated above should contain four sections referred to by the acronym IMRAD (Introduction, Methods, Results and Discussion).

description of the study design should be provid​ed in a separate paragraph and the type of study should be specified
The Harvard and Vancouver systems are the most commonreferencing styles in medicine and medical science. Of these, the Vancouver system is commonly used in medical journals
Introduction: Why did the authors start?

Methods: What did they do?

Results: What did they find?

Discussion: What do the results mean?
	


	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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