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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	The article talks about a case study in which one indication and its treatment was initiated 1st, during the same a second possible allied condition was presented by the same patient, that in the benefit of doubt could be explained as in the article.

This article hence sheds light into a possibility of early diagnosis of IBD for patients who have presented with Pyoderma gangrenosum if such a study is conducted.

This can be used as a possible lead to evaluate the link of these two conditions and further case reports of the same may prove this link and help in early diagnosis and be clinically advantageous.

The study sheds light into a possible correlation of rare condition with IBD that could aid in diagnosis of the same, which is worth further research. 

	As indicated the article talks about a single case and generalisation too such an extend cannot be made especially when the incidence rate as indicated in the article is less than 6%.

The case report is a scientifically vital information worth sharing to the community to ensure further research and clinical monitoring of these conditions can be carried out whenever possible.




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
the topic is structured and appropriate, while the extend of review is limited
	The details of review of literature is limited still there are references indicating already available literature. Hence inclusion of the term literature review may be questioned by some.

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4,
The abstract is well constructed and describes the intent of author clearly. 
	Well-structured and clear

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4,
They will suffice.
	Sufficient 

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4,
Background information provided is sufficient and adequate for setting a base for the case study.
	fine

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4,
Objectives and idea of application is clearly mentioned.
	Mentioned

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3,
Literature review to justify is done very well, while extensive review is not seen 
	Extensive review is not found in the article, justification for the work is done well.

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4,
Case study is the work and is done well
	Fine.

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A, 
No ethical concerns and author states the work was after obtaining consent.
	N/A.

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4,
The conclusion is apt
	Fine.

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	5, 
Figures are clear and are necessary as evidence for the stated conditions. No Tables are presented.
	Fine.

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4,
Justification for the findings and discussion is related to current literature well.
	Fine.

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3,
Based on this study the conclusion is accurate.
	Fine.

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4,
Limitations are discussed and stated clearly.
	Yes.

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3,
References and literature support for the case study is satisfactory while elaborate review is not performed.
	Extensive review not performed.

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4,
It is clear and easily understandable.
	Yes.




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	I would suggest a small correction, to omit the part of “Literature review” as the review is not extensive as expected in common reviews  
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The abstract is well constructed and describes the intent of author clearly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No
	




PART 3. Confidential Comments (If any) to the Editor:

	Reviewer’s comment (If any)


	
The article is indicating new insights into a possibility which could prove to be effective and hence it is useful for the scientific coommunity
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Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8)
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)
Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	9, only editing I would suggest is the name to omit literature review.
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