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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. The review discusses different methods used for umbilical cord blood banking both in the
past and present. | guess there is an attempt to highlight issues leading to improvement of
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? the handling of the cord blood units over time. The review also highlights advantages and
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript) disadvantages with different methods. With the aim to bring together the literature on the
different processing methods and to highlight the underlying principles of each method, the
2. lIs thetitle of the article suitable? relative efficiency and advantages of the methods, it may be valuable for the UCB
(If not please suggest an alternative title) community.
2. The title fits the manuscript.
3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 3. The abstract is somewhat comprehensive.
4. The subsections are appropriate, but the structure is only somewhat appropriate. The text
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? is not so easy to follow and may be more scientifically written. For example; | have never
seen the word “workers” been used in a scientific paper.
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 5. Yes, | believe the manuscript is scientifically correct.
6. Many references are old. It is okay when discussing historical methods, but many methods
6. Arethe references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of are referred to a study published at 2010, which means the study was conducted years
additional references, please mention in the review form. before that. Are there any more recent studies or is the studies referred to the only ones
performed?

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide

additional suggestions/comments)

1.

Minor REVISION comments The English language is excellent, but this manuscript is in great need for a secondary round of
proof-reading. My reading went from peer reviewing to proof-reading, unfortunately. The
Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly abbreviation should be performed at the first time it is mentioned. Only then. The language may be
communications? improved to be in a more scientific format.
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