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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

Dear editor, below you may find my comments: General The paper is nice to read and
interesting. Only few changes are required, some of them are minor text corrections. I personally
think the author, who has a great experience with this procedure, may add more tips and tricks and
the personal modification to the surgical technique to make the paper outstanding. Abstract
Abstract is well written and no suggestion may be given. Introduction Introduction is well written
and no changes are required. Operative procedure I would suggest changing the first sentence of
the paragraph “reduction and stabilization”: closed reduction in case of non-union or neglected
fracture would be difficult. I would change the term “should be obtained” into “should be
attempted”. Furthermore an excessive force on the neck may stretch and injury the retinaculum
(which is less mobile because of the surrounding scar tissue), I would suggest the author to mention
this in the paper.  Potential pifalls I think those paragraphs may be improved and the author, who
has a big experience with this procedure, will have no difficulties doing that. Controversies I would
suggest to change the title “valgus vs total hip arthroplasty” into “valgus osteotomies vs total hip
arthroplasty”. Few sentences about the difficulties in performing a THA after intertrochanteric
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osteotomy should be added. “Not all the patient who develop AVN are symptomatic” requires a
reference. Prognostic factors affecting outcome I would reword the sentence “Distinguishing....
practice”. “Head size of < 2.5 cm”? Is the author taking about femoral head diameter?
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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

Overall, a well written article, and easy to read. But, the methods of this review are missing. Where

did you find the article for this review? What terms and key-words did you use? In Operative

procedure section, the text seems to be an expert opinion. Of couse, the author is expert, but he has to

support the indications reported in the text with literature. This review appears to me as a paragraph

of a book for residents in orthopedic surgery. Every single sentence has to reflect both the conclusions

of great impact article and the author experience. I think the author experience is well described, but

the other part is missing. I encourage the author to complete his review as suggested. Best regards,

Stefano Carbone
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