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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

y
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)
y
2. s thetitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title) y
3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? y
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? y

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of
additional references, please mention in the review form. y
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide

additional suggestions/comments)

Minor REVISION comments

communications?

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

Optional/General comments

This research is interesting.

The authors are advised to cite the percent of complications: Renal failure and Ischemic
stroke in Abstract as cited in the main text.

The authors cited that the percent of neurological complication was 12 percent while in
the main text it was 15% how comes? Cite both the standard Deviation of the mean
throughout the main text and two-sided t test with confidence interval before each P value.
What are the potential confounding factors The authors are advised to explain the male
predominance in their study as well as the 5easins behind diagnostic delay?

Discussion is too short, and it is better to extend it to include similar retrospective studies.
Other recent observational and meta-analytic studies and provide references in 2020 to
2023.

Strength and limitations of the study is also recommended.
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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