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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 
 

Grammatical mistakes checked by using www.grammarly.com 
It shows the score of 54% out of 100% of the manuscript which shows paper seriously need to be corrected for 
publication, try to ask help from English native to help in these issues. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1. After the conclusion part, conflict of interest is not mentioned in the manuscript. 
2. Title of Manuscript is not appropriate, “Etiology and age distribution of syncope” in African- 

American population” is already online. Yours is showing only the difference of delta region, the title is 
alike. 
Precise the type of syncope in your manuscript to attract the readers for reading it. Something like “Age 
Distribution in Delta region show predominance of idiopathic syncope” 

3. And in the limitation of study, last sentence “Finally, currently available risk stratification scores 
should not be used alone to perform risk stratification in the Emergency Department.” Limitation 
is mentioned but future recommendation is missing. Why it shouldn’t be used alone and what is the 
alternative to be used?  

 

Optional/General comments 
 

Manuscript doesn’t include figures, imaging results including CT/MRI with high resolution must be added to show 
the accuracy of result. Also the ECG result of patients suffering from symptom’s is missing. 
Paper mention age distribution, but it is more focused on risk factors and symptoms of patients.  
If age distribution was counted in paper, the study would compare both groups of before and after 40 age group 
showing symptoms and adverse symptoms separately that would be interesting part in the paper. So comparison 
of aging is lacking,  
This topic needs further studies on syncope relative to cardiology issues that can lead to mortality rate, 
emphasizing mechanical study, clinical trial of treatment groups and early prevention studies in loss of 
consciousness (LOC) with good neurological results highlighting incidence ratio s in different population. 
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