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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 
 

 
1.  Introduction. The authors need to provide a stronger rationale as to why the study was 

undertaken.  
2.  Introduction. A clear hypothesis to be tested in the study should be provided. 
3.  Methods/Results. The authors do not measure antioxidant properties of the statins? Please 

comment. 
4. Discussion. The authors need to elaborate and emphasize their work as well as clinical 

relevance of their findings. 
5. Discussion. Although sample size is small, does sex have any influence/role in the efficacy 

within group?   

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
It would be better if the authors reword “insignificantly different” to “not statistically different” or “no differences” 
or “not different” , where appropriate, throughout the manuscript. 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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