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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 
 

The use of the English language is faulty. I can understand what the authors intend 
to say, but it is not easy. Please let a native speaker correct the text. 
QOL questions are rather irrelevant to me unless some parameter of cardiac 
function is added, e.g. NT_proBNP levels or NYHA classifications or at least heart 
rate recovery. 
The authors must differentiate the type of heart failure depending on the ejection 
fraction.  

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

The authors should reduce some of the information when the list of items is more than 3. It 
becomes meaningless when 6-8 items are listed. The study should select priorities in order 
to communicate them to the readers. 
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