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	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	EIC,	
This	study	is	a	good	comparison	between	two	different	techniques	for	surgical	treatment	of
moderate	and	severe	hallux	valgus	deformity,	but	it	seems	to	me	there	is	need	some	more
explanation	and	analysis	in	terms	of	biomechanical	stability	for	(PCO)	with	two	pins	fixation
and	also	no	fixation	for	(POWO).	The	original	procedures,	described	plate	and	screw	fixation
for	both	needs	clarification.	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	Author,	
Your	article	is	reviewed	by	the	reviewers	carefully.	According	to	their	comments,	this
document	needs	minor	revision.	Please	follow	their	comments	as	requested.	
Thanks.	

8	Jul	2019

13	Jul	2019
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Revision	(1)

Reply	to	Reviewers

Ideally,	 the	 reviewing	process	can	significantly	 improve
the	submitted	manuscripts	by	allowing	the	authors	to	take
into	account	the	advice	of	reviewers.	Author(s)	must	reply
to	all	reviewers'	comments	in	a	separate	Word	file,	point
by	point.	A	"Reply	to	Reviewers"	document	is	submitted
along	 with	 revised	 manuscript	 during	 submission	 of
revised	files,	summarizing	 the	changes	 that	 the	authors
made	 in	 response	 to	 the	 reviewers'	 comments.	 The
responses	 to	 reviewers'	 comments	 specifies	 how	 the
authors	addressed	each	comment	the	reviewers	made.

You	 can	 read	 the	 authors'	 responses	 to	 the	 reviewers'
comments	in	the	next	page.
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Reviewers' Comments:

Associate Editor's Comments:

Associate Editor 1:
This study is a good comparison between two different techniques for surgical 
treatment of moderate and severe hallux valgus deformity, but it seems to me there 
is need some more explanation and analysis in terms of biomechanical stability for 
(PCO) with two pins fixation and also no fixation for (POWO). The original 
procedures, described plate and screw fixation for both needs for clarification. 

Answers to reviewer comment:

Dear reviewers: 

Authors are grateful for considering the manuscript as minor revision. About the 
issue concerning the reviewers, I have added the complete Coughlin’s method to 
the material and method section of the manuscript. Thanks again for your time.

In the first group, the senior author performed all operative interventions according

to the procedure described by Coughlin and Mann  10,11. Through dorsal approach

and using crescentic sawblade, a crescentic osteotomy with concave surface was

done 1cm distal to the metatarso-cuneiform joint. The metatarsal shaft is rotated

laterally and the osteotomy was kept using 2 smooth cross pins. The end of the pins

was bent, placed under the skin and then removed after 6 weeks.  

In  the  second  group  10,12,  longitudinal  capsulotomy of  the  first  MTP joint  and

excision of medial bunion was considered. After creating a medial midline incision

from the base of the first metatarsus, an osteotomy of the base of 1st metatarsal

was  made  perpendicular  to  the  shaft  with  direction  from  dorsomedial  to
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plantarlateral. Since the lateral cortex of base of first metatarsus was intact and

osteotomy place was filled with extracted autologous bunion bone of medial side,

the surgical place was stable and pins were not applied except in 4 cases.
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Revision	(1)

Here,	you	can	see	the	Reviewers,	Associate	Editors
and	EICs'	comments	from	the	beginning	to	the	end	of	the
revision	process.

	

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	Author,	
The	document	is	reviewed	carefully	by	the	reviewers.	According	to	their	comments	and	your
revisions	as	requested,	this	manuscript	is	accepted.	
Thanks.	

28	Aug	2019

Shiraz E-Med J. Open Peer Review; e92642. Page 6 of 6


