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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. There is a confusion on the number of study subjects (either 80 or 40), and the study    
Groups: 2 groups (case and control) or 4 groups. Revision of the description in the 
paragraphs 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4 as well as the methodology section of the abstract is 
recommended.   
2. Many exclusion criteria described in section 2.5.2 are not appropriate. Exclusion criteria 
are not the ones opposite to the inclusion criteria; and those subject not in line with the 
inclusion criteria will not be available for exclusion.  

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

1. In the ‘Introduction” section, the author should mention about the gap of knowledge or 
the issue needed to be explore which is the reason for conducting this study. There is no 
such problem statement (or hypothesis) in the introduction.  
2. The author should separate ‘Discussion’ section from the ‘Results’. 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

This is a reliable study due to the use of laboratory investigation. The article should be 
published after the revision based on the above comments. Some minor comments are 
provided in the attached manuscript. 
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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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