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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

The abbreviation must be described before it’s use
e.g., ASC-US, VIAM, VIIIM, ALTS study etc.

Motivation of the study in introduction is not enough.
The first sentence needs reconstruction for example;
“most of the world countries ..... can be changed to
most of the countries, 25-64 years old women can be
changed to women between 25 and 64 years old. The
second paragraph in introduction section may be
omitted. The purpose of the study should be
explained after the clear statement of the objectives
of the study.

Study method

How many patients/study subjects did not sign
consent? How did the exclusion criteria were
determine? The Bethesda system of classification
needs further detailed explanation for
understanding of the readers. For pap smear, the
inter observer differences between a laboratory
technician, a pathologist specialized in cytopathology
and the third observer being a pathologist
specialized in cytopathology are not comparable
professionally. Thus the comparison between the
second and the third observers would have been
better.

Itis not clear when VIT was employed to the subjects.
Was it on the same day when pap smear was
undertaken or on another day? What is VILI
diagnosis? There is a need for full explanation of
IARC classification.
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The presentation of results is not clear. The mean
age, age of menarche should be different as the
numbers of subjects (samples) are different for two
tests. The total numbers in table 1 is incorrect. Table
2, Obsevador 2 should be corrected.

Discussion

Better arguments are needed for the differences of
different Pap test results among the observers and
obtaining high Kappa value in the study.

Similarly, better arguments are require to justify the
high Kappa value for VIT in this study.

Conclusions

The last sentence is not supported by the findings of
the study this merely the assuming statement of the
authors.

Minor REVISION comments

Language issues.
Ethical issues:

What was explained to the participants before signing or
not signing the consent for the study?

What measures were taken to improve the acceptance
level?

Optional /General comments
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