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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 
 

 
The aim of this study was to investigate the effect of Ramadan fasting on cardiovascular 
risk factors in diabetic patients. Unfortunately, I cannot recommend this manuscript for 
publication.  
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Introduction  
- 2nd paragraph, line 3: The word cerebro must be replaced by brain. 
- 4

th
 paragraph: insert the year of the reference Bouguerra et al. 

- 4
th
 paragraph, last line: insert the reference. 

- Please, include the aim and the hypothesis of the study at the end of the 
Introduction. 

Methodology and Results 
- Please, define all abbreviation when used for the first time, for example, CCU. 
- The age interval mentioned on the 3

rd
 paragraph of page 3 (18-80) was too large 

and different from that mentioned on the 1
st
 paragraph of the item Results (32-91), 

and lacks units that I suppose it was 32-91 years-old. 
- The number of women and men are too different and it must be informed if the 

women are in the reproductive phase or not. 
- In the Table 1, three groups are mentioned but it is impossible to know what they 

are, how the groups were defined because there is no mention to groups in the 
Methodology. The experimental design was not presented. 

- What is the sample number in each group? 
- What statistics test was used? 
- Units must be informed in the Figures and Tables. 
- Means must be followed by the mean standard error or the standard deviation and 

by the number of patients. 
- Blood pressure is not a metabolic parameter and should not be included in the 

figure 1. 
- All the figures and tables must have the units, definition of abbreviations and result 

of statistics.  
Discussion 
 The discussion is highly speculative, presents some wrong concepts and has no 
references.  
Important to say that when the difference between groups is not significant it means that 
the groups are equal. 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
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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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