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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 current study is: statistical study.   
The aim of the paper is to perform a comparative study between covid-19 positive versus suspected 
patients. The authors design a statistical study to compare the demographic findings like age, gender as 
well as body-weights of Covid-19 suspected and positive group patients. 
The paper is well written, with clear objectives. The topic is an important subject and it is a potentially 
important paper. However, I have the following comments for revision consideration: 
Introduction section need more references and comparative study between the proposal and the related 
works.  
In the methodology section, the authors say: “In total 126 suspected….”, then “After confirming 16 
Covid-19 positive cases among all the participants…”. It is not clear if the 16 confirmed cases belong to 
the total of 126 patients or the 16 patients are not part of the total (126 cases) as mentioned in the result 
section (see table 2). 
As mentioned by the authors the sample is small to confirm the obtained results. Moreover, the authors 
used just correlation test to explain the relationship between variables. However, it will better to study to 
perform more statistical analysis to defend the proposal. 
Figure 1 does not illustrates properly the data presented in table1.  
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Optional/General comments 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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