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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

Plagiarism is the copying of someone else’s expressions. Traditionally, it has been
considered, along with fabrication and falsification as one of the three major forms of
research misconduct .

The middle of the Introduction (i.e. the second paragraph of full-length reports) serves to
develop the specific issue(s) that this study will address. If the study is about a form of
therapy, this paragraph or passage presents that therapy. If the paper is about some
particular problem in medical care, this paragraph or passage explains what that problem is.
If the paper is about some special group of patients, this paralgraph or passage explains
who they are and what their issue is.

Third, the Introduction as a whole should also elucidate what the relevance of the study is. It
should explain how the study will shed light on the real world probOlem identified by the
authors. It should make it clear why the readers should care what the results were.

The writing style of the Introduction should be comparatively simple and fastOflowing.
It is less ponderous than the Discussion, (and of course it does not involve the
technicalities, numbers, and details seen in the Methods and Results).

In sum, the Introduction should not be written as a barrier wall that makes people stop
reading the paper. It should be written in a style that quickly guides them into the paper and
prepares them for what will follow.

So how do you decide if some result you are reporting is “advanced” or “unusual” and needs
this kind of accompanying explanation? Well, it is worth keeping in mind that most readers of
medical journals are not researchers; they are practicing healthCcare professionals, with little
or no formal training in statistical analysis.

Abstracts should be as informative as possible, within the word limit allowed. To help reach
this goal, most journals converted to structured abstracts with subheadlings (instead of
unstructured summaries) a couple decades ago, at least for research papers, and often for
other types of papers as well .

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

Make sure your abstract is as informative as possible , It should state your study aim or
guestion exactly. Its Methods subsection should tell the readers about the study design, the
study setting, the kind of subjects, the interventions performed, and how the outcomes were
measured and analyzed.

Citations should only be made if they are warranted for scientific/scholarly rea sons. Do not
cite papers for the primary sake of manipulating citation metrics or courting favor with other
people .
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Reviewer’'s comment

IAuthor’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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