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 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 

 

Analytical interference is known to be the leading 

cause of incorrect laboratory results. And this case 

report clearly describes such an example of this 

phenomenon.  

This case should be beneficial for especially 

clinicians working in Hematology, Oncology, 

Emergency, and Biochemistry Departments. 

 

 

Thank you for valuable comments. The authors 

have add these important points in conclusion 

part.  

Minor REVISION comments 

 

Some minor writing mistakes are given as follows: 

 

Line 19: phosphate2). � phosphate [2]. 

Line 27: university hospital � University Hospital 

In Table 1: LD? Should it be LDH? 

Table 1: The abbreviations should be given. 

Line 54:  measured as 0.74 mg/dL and 0.81 mg/dL, 

respectively. � measured as 0.81 mg/dL and 0.74 mg/dL, 

respectively. 

Line 69: university hospital, � University Hospital, 

 

The authors have corrected the writing mistakes 

that reviewer pointed out. 

Optional/General comments 

 

 

Good work. 

We appreciate reviewer’s comments. 

 


