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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 

 

The paper concludes ideas that were not presented in the 

paper. Serum collection is an invasive procedure 

compared to urine collection. Albumin to creatinine ratio 

was not measured in the study but appears in the 

conclusion.  

 

A chunk of the discussion (Lines 81-112) seems to be 

literature review and not discussing the results of this 

study. 

 

If line 141-142 is true, then why were people subjected 

to research risk? Why carry out this study? 

 

Accuracy was not determined in this study (lines 143-

148). This was simply a comparison of two methods none 

of them is the gold standard so accuracy cannot be 

determined. 

 

Line 154-155: GFR was not determined in this study so 

this statement is not true. 

 

Means are not for determination of significance – suggest 

rephrase line 62. 

 

There’s need to provide patient characteristics – Age, 

gender, duration of DM if known, other known 

comorbidities, ethnicity etc. Gives relevance to results. 

 

A number of things need to be defined: 

All possible modifications done. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Accuracy not determined 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Modifications done. 



 

 

SDI Review Form 1.6 

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

1. “Frank” proteinuria; what level of proteinuria is 

this? (Please check if this word means what you 

want to say. I recommend review by an English 

speaking person for the whole paper) 

2. TCA method; maybe just state in full at first 

appearance 

3. Excluded patients on medicines affecting renal 

function. Suggest you state which medicines 

these are. 

4. Define DM at first appearance and remain 

consistent with the use of the abbreviation. 

 

In the background, references are required for section 

with lines 26-36. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

Fig 1 & 2 not necessary – they repeat what is in the table. 

Suggest naming the table “Table 1”, even if it’s the only 

one.  

 

Ethical issue: Which ethics committee provided the 

ethical clearance (Line 46)? 

 

Figures removed 

 

This is to inform you that I have 

applied for CTRI registartion as per 

reviewer's comment and my  
Trial Acknowledgement Number 

is: REF/2016/03/010879 
 

Institutional ethical committee of LTM Medical 

College, Sion, Mumbai. 
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