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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 

article. 
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(Please insert your comments) 

The title is understandable but not fully clear. It must be clarified that this is a case report.  
2. The abstract presents objects, methods, and results. 5 

(Please insert your comments) 

The abstract presents the introduction, case report, discussion, and conclusion. 

3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in 

this article. 
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Several sentences contain grammatical errors, incorrect verb tenses, or awkward phrasing. The 

text requires language polishing for clarity and fluency. 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3 

(Please insert your comments)  

This is a case report article, and there is no method section. The case report must be written in 

more scientific terminology. The timeline and symptoms should be described more precisely:  
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(Please insert your comments) 

This is a case report article, and there is no results section. The case report must provide a 
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I think the article needs minor corrections. Several sentences contain grammatical errors or 

awkward phrasing (e.g., “The intrauterine device (IUD) or IUD…”). The text requires language 

polishing for clarity and fluency. 

Clarify the timeline: Was the laparotomy performed during the Caesarean or as a separate 

procedure? Clarify whether the entire IUD was embedded in the myometrium or only partially. 

The connection between the migrated IUD and the ovarian cyst is unclear. State whether these 

findings were related or incidental. The surgical steps could be described more precisely (e.g., 

“cystectomy and removal of the intramyometrial IUD”). 

Include the patient’s age, parity, and indication for Caesarean section—important contextual 

information for case reports. Avoid long sentences; shorter, clearer statements improve 

readability. The discussion relies heavily on older literature; consider integrating recent 

systematic reviews. 

Provide a short, focused summary of the clinical relevance of this case. Clarify that the ovarian 

cyst was ultimately a benign serous cystadenoma and likely incidental. Mention how this case 

contributes to the literature or clinical practice. 



References are incomplete and often outdated (1970s–1990s predominance). Please update with 

more recent literature on IUD perforation, migration, 
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