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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.  The topic is better to be reframed as “ASSOCIATION BETWEEN ABO AND 
RHESUS BLOOD GROUPS WITH TYPE II DIABETES MELLITUS AMONG THE 
URHOBOS” 

2. Reframe the background under the  abstract without starting with the history 
3. Under the abstract, you said 410 subjects were randomly sourced within… Use 

recruited instead of sourced 
4. P-Value>0.05 is considered as significant? How? Or you mean p<0.05? 
5. Under the introduction, there is no need to have aim of the study as sub-title. 

Kindly reframe it into a sentence 
6. Methodology? Change it to Materials and Methods 
7. Under your study design, indicate the type of study it is. 
8. Under Selection criteria, you only mentioned exclusion criteria. How about 

inclusion criteria? 
9. Your conclusion did not answer your research question or hypothesis. Kindly 

conclude based on that 
10. The author should strictly follow template standard of this journal with arrangement 

of the list references and also presentation of reference number as [1,2] within the 
manuscript 
 
Ethical issue: 
 
Yes, but it was not addressed. Also ethical registration number should be supplied 
with revised copy 

 

Most raised points have been corrected. 

 

Entire conclusion rewritten 

 

Ethical registration number is not strictly necessary. Authors reserve 

the right to this. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

1. Analytical approach?  Or Statistical Analysis? Also, reframe your statistical analysis 
write up to indicate clearly type of tools used 

2. Under the results, write briefly on interpretation of each table before moving to 
discussion 

3. Under your discussion, you said this study was compared with Ladoke Akintola 
University. How? Kindly quote the owner of the work as your reference 

 

Analytical approach  replaced with Statistical Analysis 
 
Interpretations were all moved to discussion session.  
 
Corrected as highlighted in yellow. 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Even though a lot of work had been on this area yet the work is still okay and the findings 
are worth-sharing with the scientific community provided the author could revise the 
manuscript appropriately. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


