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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 
 

Abstract Objective: Check sentence again. You can review or evaluate. “Reviewing of 
evaluation…….” makes the sentence not clear enough 
 
Line 8 (abstract objective) and last sentence of introduction are probably meant to be the 
same but is not. Is this study about reviewing monitoring and controlling errors or 
discussing component of quality assurance program in laboratory testing? 
 
In line 33: “……and not under the control of laboratory management”. This statement is 
ambiguous to the second category of Pre-analytical phase which is equally vital in 
diagnosis. Rephrase sentence to correlate with the second phase 
 
Line 54: do you regard pour-off aliquote as an error or accident?  
               What is labelling centrifugation? 
 
Abstract Result: This is very vague. Provide specific component of quality assurance 
programs or measures to curb pre-analytical errors according to objective of study 
 
Summary and Conclusion are supposed to summarise your findings that answer the 
aim/objective of study. No correlation between them  

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Line 26: The sentence is not clear enough. Rephrase to distinguish between the categories 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

The paper does not provide specific/in-depth solution to problems/errors enumerated. 
Minimal review has been done on this topic by this study which may seem very important in 
some part of the world.  
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