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Review Form 1.6

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

The data shows the three months time period. You can add the later follow up conducted in
the period of one year by adding the one or more columns in the tables entitled treatment,
clinical prognosis and results if possible. Please explain it as the longitudinal studies track the
same sample/cases at different points in time. Your title and data time period should be
matched to prove that it is on longitudinal scale.

And if you are still working on the same data, please mention in the methodology part and
write down every specific detail in methodology with clarity.

Please mention in the methodology section that you have taken the ethical consent from the
subject to write the case study.

The scales used in study as VAS, ADL, Incontinence impact questionnaire on Quality of life,
Oswestry scale and others should be discussed in detail in the methodology section.

If pads tests were done for urine leakage, please write down the details of leakage from first
visit to the follow up visits.

Any tool or instrument used in the study should be mentioned very simply and clearly in the
methodological section of study to make the paper scientific.

A Table on ADL activities can be prepared by putting the time period in the rows section and
improved ADL scores or its percentages in the columns sections, visit wise or time period wise
to explain it more clearly. Then give a thorough explanation of all the results of scales.

In the same way, Incontinence impact questionnaire on Quality of life (QOL) and Oswestry
scale tables can be prepared and explained in the results section. Then, write the details
regarding the tables.

Description of 1, 2 and 3 in Results & Clinical Prognosis section should be explained in details
as these are the scientific basis of paper.

In the discussion part, write all the scales results while correlating it to the previous done
studies.

Write down the ADL improvement scores, kegels strengthening of muscles, other
physiotherapy sessions exercises which exhibited improvement and shows the association of
all these score results with prior conducted studies.
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The discussion part should be consistent, systematic and match in accordance with the
results. Further it should be correlated with the previous conducted studies in coherence. It
should be discussed precisely with accurate expression of details.

Minor REVISION comments

Write the paper in smooth and coherent way. It should be written in consistency while
considering and explaining all the scales and exercise regimes in details in all parts of the
paper.

Optional/General comments

Write the number of the references in brackets where there are referred in the study.

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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