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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

In this submission, the authors intended to check the role of inhibitors in ascertaining
the type of ALP isoenzyme. It was good to involved 250 patients in one year, but
before the statistical investigation, the classification should be paid more attention
to. Several significant problems:

1. Serum ALP activity, 373+274. This was a significant fluctuation. The author
should explain this and | recommend the authors to divide the patients into several
groups according to ALP activity level before further investigation. Otherwise the
following discussion was meaningless.

2. The sexual distinction should be considered initially because the physiological
parameters might be quite different.

3. The authors should suppose the causal relationship between ALP activity and
other parameters, then verify them.

4. The author admitted that the conclusion was not specific to some extent. Anyway,
the inhibition of the involved inhibitors were not specific for ALP. Their side effects
were different. The parameters were affected by the inhibitors directly? Or affected
by ALP?

Minor REVISION comments

The language use should be improved.

Optional/General comments

I recommend a major revision. The author should conduct a classification of the data
first. Then perform their investigation as written in this manuscript.
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