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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. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title 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) 
 

1. Yes, the therapy studied could be used to form some clinical trials and test in dyslipidaemic 
individuals. 
 
2. Yes. 
 
3. The abstract is confused. It is not clear where some section starts or finish. The conclusion is lost 
at the text. 
 
4. Just the discussion is too short. 
 
5. Yes. 
 
6. Yes. 
 
In the "Experiment" section, the authors say that the experiment lasted 10 weeks, but afterwards 
they report an 8-month intervention, totalling 32 weeks. After all, how long did the experiment last? 
This is not clear and directly interferes with the understanding of the theme presented. 

 
Tables presented in the results need an appropriate title, legend, and the indication of statistical 
difference by symbols or in bold. The presentation of the results is also very confusing, making it 
difficult to understand what the mean or standard deviation is, as well as which group we are talking 
about. 

 
Also, the name of the groups must be standardized. Throughout the text, the authors call the 
groups by numbers and in the tables, they use other acronyms, without subtitles, to identify the 
respective groups. 

 
The discussion is too short, due to the number of results, they could have better explored the 
findings of the present study. 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
 

 
1. Yes. 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

No. 
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(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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