
Editorial comments:  

This manuscript is classified as “Views and Commentary”. Thus, the author should only provide a precise 
summary to show the novelty and significance instead of background, aim and conclusions. I would 
encourage author to re-write the summary. 

Others, refs 9 and 10 should unify as Biochem Biophys Res Commun……          

9. ………………..Biochem Biophys Res Commun. 157: 321-329, 1988. 

10. ………………Biochem. Biophys. Res. Commun. 157, 140–145, 1988. 

Author’s feedback:  

The manuscript was formatted as advised by the editor by removing all headings and sub-headings that 
were pointed out not to be relevant to the type of article selected. The article was presented as a 
summary  as suggested by the editor, of what is known  (as  a part  of commentary forming back bone to 
the hypothesis proposed )and the actual hypothesis (as a opinion on the matter), thus  making it befitting 
of  the type of article chosen, i.e., “Commentaries and opinion” . Regarding combining ref .nos. 9 and 10, 
another suggestion by the editor, corrected the reference section. 

The author acknowledges the immense help rendered by the editor, the reviewers in shaping the article to 
the present form. 

 


