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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  
2. Yes , it worth to mention in the title (Nile Delta Population) or ( delta population in 

Egypt). 
3. Yes 
4. yes 
5. Some notes are required to be checked 
6. Some of  references are with period (2021-2018) 

Few notes are found in the manuscript required to be checked by the author:  
1- Its worth for the mainuscript to be reviewed by cardiologist.   
2- Abstract contains abbreviations without full words previous . e.g CRP, NLR, RCA. 

Some of the readers may have difficulties to understand abbreviated words.     
3- The references started in the introduction section from (1-5) .  Methods section lack 

reference (6, 8 and 9 ) while  references is added in discussion starts by no. 80 with 
superscripts (p11) . in general references required reorganization.  

4- discussion is advised to be checked due to bulky details in comparing between the 
current study and other studies.  

5- In the abstract and the methods the author stated that patients have been divided 
into two groups (Group1: CAE cases ; group 2 non-ectasia cases) and all the 
statistics have been done accordingly . But in P12 line 10 the author stated (We 
divided our cases into three groups based on their coronary artery disease status: 
CAE, Coronary artery stenosis and controls. Normal group (n = 744) CAS group (n = 1966) 
ectasia group (n = 85). The prevalence of CAE was 3.04%.). This must be checked.  

6- In the discussion section the author have compared the present research with the 
results of other studies with adding explanation for the main finding for e.g CRP is 
one of the predictors of the diseases . While in conclusion stated (The existence of 
CAE can be predicted using easily accessible clinical laboratory values such as CRP, 
Neutrophil to lymphocyte ratio, mean platelet volume, and platelet to lymphocyte ratio, 
which means that CAE is also severe inflammatory process.) 
Its worth to add this statements with references that confirm them. 

 

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

communications? 

Yes  
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
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PART  2:  
 

 
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) 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Reviewer Details: 
 
Name: Tahrir Etihad Kadium 
Department, University & Country Alkindy College of Medicine, University of Baghdad, Iraq 

 


