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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
Thank you for giving me the opportunity to review the article. But I think there 
are some shortcomings in the article. These; 
1- the title of the article is too long, it can be shortened 
2- Abstract: a- It is not appropriate to give numbers as both numbers and text. 
Sample; Like a hundred (100). 
                      b- Using p=0.01 instead of p-value 
                      c- Rearrangement of keywords; "high blood pressure = 
hypertension" are words used interchangeably. 
3- Introduction: Too long and broken, should be shortened 
4-Method; * 18 years and over are taken when working on adults. Why 28 years 
old and above? 
     * How were the groups determined? 
     *Inclusion and rejection criteria are written but difficult to understand. It 
should be written more simply and clearly. 
     * How the diagnosis of heart failure was used. The term myocardial failure is 
used in the keywords, what is the definition of this condition? 
     * There is no information about the use of statistics. What tests were used? 
     * Mean age and range of all patients (minimum and maximum) 
5- Why is there no p value in the results? 
6- What abbreviations should be explained under the table? 

7-References should be written in a uniform manner. 
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Optional/General comments 
 

 
1-There are many bad grammatical errors in the text series. 
2- One of the gold standards for the diagnosis of heart failure is echography. Why was 
echography never used? 
3- The mean age in heart failure is generally higher than in the study. What is the reason for 
low age in the study? 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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