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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 manuscript seeks to identify the roles of Ciprofloxacin in the induction of pruritic erythematous cutaneous eruption in a young adult with bilateral epididymo-orchitis. Ciprofloxacin is usually prescribed and administered due to its wide spectrum antibacterial potential. Considering this feat coupled with low registered reports of adverse reaction and hypersensitivity post-administration, many physicians and health workers pay little pharmacovigilance to its administration. Hence, this study seeks to register the adverse effects thereby bringing to notice, the need for pharmacovigilance pre and post- administration of ciprofloxacin.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	YES.
The title is clear and states the aim of the study.

RATING = 5
	

	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
	YES.
The abstract of the study is comprehensive. However, author is advised to bring the abstract into a single paragaph. The heading of each section can create the distinction needed.

RATING = 4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	YES.
The keywords are appropriate for identification of the subject of interest.

RATING = 5
	

	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
	NO.
The background information on the main subject is devoid.
Author is advised to further clarify on the other possible side effects of Ciprofloxacin, both documented in studies or listed by the production companies.
Author is also advised to get a short paragraph
On pharmacovigilance since his conclusion section seemingly dwelt on it

RATING = 3 

	

	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
	YES.
Author clearly stated  the hypothesis of the study. However, author failed toclearly state the objective of the study; Naranjo adverse drug reaction probability scale assesment 

RATING = 4
	

	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
	YES.
The literature review is relevant and up to date. However, author is advised to reference more previous studies and include at least one paragrapgh each for pharmacovigilance and side effects of ciprofloxacin.

RATING = 4
	

	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
	YES.
The best method which is physical examination of patient and Naranjo score was applied.

RATING = 5
	

	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
	NO.
Author did not declare ethical clearance or patient approval for the study.

RATING = 2
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	YES
Author clearly presented result of the physical examination and Narajo score.

RATING = 5
	

	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


	YES.
The table was clearly stated.

RATING = 5
	

	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
	YES.
Author related the discussion to existing literature. 
However, author is advised to relate more previous studies for stronger discussion.

RATING = 4
	

	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
	YES
The conclusion supports the data presented in the study.

RATING = 5
	

	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
	NO.
Author did not discuss the limitations of  the study.

RATING = 1
	

	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
	NO. 
The references on the body of the manuscript is relevant but not sufficient.
Author is advised to make up referenced to at least 30 which is the minimum required for scholarly publication.

RATING = 3
	

	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
	YES.
The manuscript is written in clear and understandable language.

RATING = 5
	




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.

	YES. 
The title covers the subject and object of study, hence suitable for the study.
	

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

	YES.
The abstract is comprehensive. However, author is advise to compress the abstract into a single paragraph and bold the font of headings for each section to create disparity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES.
The manuscript used correct medical technique for the objectives of the study, seeks to answer scientific problems hence, the manuscript is scientifically correct.
	

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

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

	NO.
Author is advised to reference at least 30 previous studies which is the minimum required for a scholarly publication.
	

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

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

	YES.
The study involved human examination. Author is advised to present ethical consent of the patient or state the authorisation by the ethical committee of the medical institution.
	




Reviewer details:

Dr. Obidike Ikechukwu Johnlouis, Michael Okpara University of Agriculture, Nigeria
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