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PART 1: Review Comments 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Reviewer’s comment Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part 

in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback 

here) 

Please write a few sentences regarding the importance 

of this manuscript for the scientific community. Why 

do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 

3-4 sentences may be required for this part. 

 

The study itself signifies the importance of different laboratory studies and patient with positive 

COVID-19 RTPCR. However, the dislike would be not comparing the lab studies with the patient 

without COVID-19. 

The study is not presenting the control. It’s only cases. Which is difficult to compare overall. 

 

Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 

  

Appropriate title according to me.  

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you 

suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this 

section? Please write your suggestions here. 

 

The abstract is appropriately structured for the study presented. Please have the appropriate conclusion 

rewrite it 

 

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript 

appropriate? 

 

Structure is appropriate  

Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific 

correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that 

this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically 

sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required 

for this part. 

 

I would advise to edit and rewrite the manuscript with English native speaker. There were some disconnect 

on some part of discussions which needs to be addressed. The study is technically sound, but it would be 

difficult to scientifically prove anything out of it. 

 

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have 

suggestions of additional references, please mention 

them in the review form. 

 

-yes, the reference are appropriately provided according to me  
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Minor REVISION comments 

 

Is the language/English quality of the article suitable 

for scholarly communications?  

No, it has to be edited by the native English speaker,  

Optional/General comments Overall, very well, structured and designed quality study. However, the study depicts only the positive 

COVID-19 patient with having the different characteristics on the lab. However, I would really 

appreciate and advise to have the difference between the patient with COVID-19 and without COVID-19 

to compare the characteristics, presented and then we can have that P value calculated based on that 

there was a significant difference or not. It is not to say that not appropriate to have the study done as to 

just the signify the importance of the laboratory studies and seeing the patient with COVID-19. However, 

to compare with control would be appropriate, and it would be to depicts the importance of a different 

mechanisms provided in the laboratory studies, which could or could not signify the 

importance. 

 

 

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) 
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