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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

It is written in a clear and concise language. In general, it is sufficient to control only punctuation
marks throughout the text.
It was not specified whether ethical approval was obtained or not. Please specify at the beginning

of the method section (with ethics number and institution name)

Minor REVISION comments

It is also necessary to present the table associated with joint pain in people without hyperuricemia
in Table 4.
Table 4a: Radiological finding in patients with hyperuricemia

Radiological Finding Frequency Percentage
Joint pain | 19 86.36
Lumber disc prolapse | 16 72.72
Disc space narrowing | 21 95.45
Disc Degeneration | 12 54.54

Table 4b: Radiological finding in patients with no-hyperuricemia

Radiological Finding Frequency Percentage

Joint pain
Lumber disc prolapse
Disc space narrowing

Disc Degeneration

Optional/General comments

Post-hoc power calculation of the study and presenting it in the article will make the article more
valuable. If at least 80% power is not achieved, increasing the number of samples would be an
appropriate approach. | leave that decision up to the authors.

Created by: EA Checked by: ME

Approved by: CEO Version: 1.6 (10-04-2018)




Review Form 1.6

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)

It was not specified whether ethical approval was obtained or not. Please
specify at the beginning of the method section (with ethics number and

institution name)
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