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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed 
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Compulsory REVISION 

comments 

 

1-The authors do not mention the criteria to define therapeutic groups. Was it a 

double blind study? The study design is not clear.  

2-The authors mention that according to indications some patients received 

methilprednisolone. What indications? Were there patients in the control group 

who did not receive any immunological treatment? 

3-What exactly means vascular metabolic treatment? 

4-The authors do not specify statistical methods used.  

5-The doses should be reviewed. 0.4 mg/Kg or 0.4 g/Kg? 

6-The authors conclusions are that they proved a positive therapeutic and that 

monthly administration is of great prognostic importance. These conclusions can 

not be taken from a study with such methodological deficiencies.  A critical 

discussion of the results should be provided.   

 

Minor REVISION 

comments 

  

Optional/General 

comments 

 

Yes. The authors do not mention ethical board approval. The authors do not mention if 

patients or legal representative signed informed consent form, which seems imperative 

for a therapeutic study. Also, there is a serious problem with the control group, i.e., the 

treatment in this group should be clarified.   
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