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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 
 

Thank you for the interesting work you have done and forwarded to our magazine. 
Nevertheless you should reorganize the contents following the international guidelines for 
reporting of longitudinal / observational studies. 
 
https://strobe-statement.org/index.php?id=strobe-home 
 
In this sense, so that your manuscript can be reviewed, you will have to stick to it by rewriting it 
to the following guideline: 
 
The whole part related to the methods is missing (see check list). 
 
Also review the whole discussion. This cannot be mixed with background content without 
referring to the results of your study, as well as, the discussion should not report the 
suggestions / implications for clinical practice. Rewrite also the limitations of your study, as very 
weak and not very reflective of the true bias. 
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