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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 aim of this study was conducted to compare the efficiency of hysteroscopy and vaginal 

sonography in detecting the intrauterine pathologies in infertile women. The observation 

made by the authors of “sensitivity rates of hysteroscopy in diagnosing myoma by 

hysteroscopy as 100% “ seems unlikey as intramural and subserosal myoma may not be 

always seen via hysteroscopy.  

 

Requesting the authors to kindly explain the same. 

 

Again why is the specificty so low than in cases of hysteroscopy…please elaborate. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

We acknowledged the result is most probably specific to our samples and 
should not be generalized to other populations without taking in to account 
other potentially involved factors. 

Minor REVISION comments 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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