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Compulsory REVISION 
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Minor REVISION comments 
 

The use of English, scientific language is the requirement e.g “there is 
not much talk”  in the background section 
 
In the study population section, there is use of present tense instead of 
past tense which is used in reporting 
 
In the sample collection and methods section, this sentence “an ethical 
approval from the university authority” is hanging in the air there is need 
for completion 
 
In the same section there is also a mention of a bench centrifuge, it can 
be better if the model and number be indicated for the sake of 
specification and reproducibility of the study. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

In the discussion section dwell much on the results of the study at 
present so that the other similar studies should be just agreeing or 
disagreeing  
 
In addition to the above in the discussion section, it can be better if 
there can be an addition of other related studies either agreeing with 
the present study’s results or disagreeing 
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