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PART 1:ReviewComments

Reviewer’'s comment

Author’s comment(if agreedwithreviewer, correct
the manuscript and highlightthat part in the
manuscript. It
ismandatorythatauthorsshouldwritehis/her feedback
here)

CompulsoryREVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientificcommunity?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. lIs thettitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of
additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide
additional suggestions/comments)

Scientifically, the manuscript added empirical layer of confirmatory knowledge that will
undoubtedly aid in diagnosis of TB, it would have been most appropriately useful, if different
techniques other than histopathology staining were employed, so as to provide deductively useful
contrast with previous studies.

The title is what ambiguous, for the concern is diagnostic determine of cellular state of TBA,
thehistopathological staining should have been mentioned, the topic should be rewritten as
Histopathologica Cellular dimorphism and diagnostic features of TBA'.

Yes, it is comprehensive.

Less appropriate, the study design was poorly emblazoned, the basis for sampling method was not
described, the sampling method used was not stated, the study population was not indicated, we
can't generalized the study, it merely supported outcome of past study, albeit indifferently, the
discussion mere cited other articles, there aren't room for insight, deductivism, empiricism and
statistical calculations in support of objectives of the research, if it were descriptive Research, at
least statistically or mathematically determined quantitiea should be illustrated in tabular format
only. The author should redo the methodology, study design, data collection, data analysis need be
added, discussion should exclude reference to previous study, rather result of quantifiable data
should be discussed in addition to the illustrated histological features.

Yes the manuscript is scientifically correct.

No, there should be at least 30 reference in support of the study, and serving as basis for didactic

analysis and contrast, according to views of other authors

Minor REVISION comments

1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

Yes

Optional/Generalcomments

The author should redo the article, the suggested structural changes should be effected.
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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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