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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

The manuscript is bit confusing starting from the aim of the study. 
Please check the following points: 

1. Aim of the study should be clear and restructured. 
2. The study is supposed to involve newly diagnosed type 2 

patients who were either on diet control or on oral 
antihyperglycemic agents and comparision between two 
modes of treatment over a year. But this objective has not 
met anywhere in the manuscript except for figure 1 but still 
it shows 6 months follow-up. 

3. The newly diagnosed patients are having duration of 
disease more than 10 years??? 

4. Some patients are having complications too as indicated 
in the table 2 

5. The tables and analysis were more gender based rather 
than what’s been mentioned in the aim. 

6. The statistical analysis should have been carried out for 
six groups as mentioned in figure1 throughout instead of 
making it a gender based study and comparision. 

 

Minor  REVISION comments 
 

1. Limitations of the study 
2. Measurement units are missing throughout in tables 

especially in the biochemical tests 
3. English language editing is required. 
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