
 

 

SDI Review Form 1.6 

Created by: EA               Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO     Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)  

 
Journal Name: British Journal of Applied Science & Technology   

Manuscript Number: Ms_BJAST_22187 

Title of the Manuscript:  The Spatial Response of Penh as a Secondary Readout for the Airway Hyper-reactivity in Three 

Different Rodent Models of Airway Inflammation 

Type of the Article Short Research Article 

 

 

 

General guideline for Peer Review process:  
 

This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is 

scientifically robust and technically sound. 

To know the complete guideline for Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link: 

 

(http://www.sciencedomain.org/page.php?id=sdi-general-editorial-policy#Peer-Review-Guideline) 

 

 



 

 

SDI Review Form 1.6 

Created by: EA               Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO     Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)  

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 

 
CRITIQUE 
In general, this paper is fairly well written. However, there 
are a number of major concerns that detract from the overall 
effort. Among them are: 
 
1. Presentation of methodologies: It is still unclear why the 

concentration of Mch was used to assess the utility of the 
Penh as a secondary readout for the airway hyper-
reactivity. If the Mch is the gold standard to assess the 
airway hyper-reactivity, it should be clearly descripted. 
If there are other indexes as the gold standard to assess 
it, it should be explained in detail why the Mch was 
used. Moreover, the description of Mch seems to be less 
and unclear considering the importance of the tables in 
this study. 

 
2. Contents of methodologies: It is still unclear why the 

dose response of the three experiments were not 
assessed. Correlation between Penh (and/or Mch) and 
severity of the airway hyper-reactivity should be 
analyzed, if possible. It should be reconsidered. 

 
3. Prospect: To practicalize the Penh as a readout for the 

airway hyper-reactivity in the future, the optimal cut-off 
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value should be analyzed and/or discussed in this study, 
if possible. For example, using ROC curve may be 
helpful. 

Minor REVISION comments   

Optional/General comments   

 

 

 

Reviewer Details: 

 

Name: Tatsuya Machida 

Department, University & Country Department of Preventive Dentistry, Okayama University, Japan 

 
 


