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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 
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Compulsory 

REVISION comments 

 

Ethical issues:  It was not stated if patient’s or parents’ consent was 

sought. 

Please see attached file. 

Minor REVISION 

comments 

 

ABSTRACT 

Grammatical errors noted eg 12year old instead of 12 years old.  

APS should be written in full at first interval. 

INTRODUCTION 

Lines 12 and 13 should be written. SLE should  be written in full initially 

before abbreviation. 

Line 20- substitute do not for donot. 

CASE HISTORY- 

Please recast line 29-32. 

DISCUSSION 

Line 56-Change in patient’s based to is patient’s based. 

Line 60-Change would have been big help to would have been a big help. 

REFERENCES- 

Line 76-Authors name in reference 8 should not be in upper case letters. 

COMMENTS- 

References in the text are not consistent. 

No conclusion in this manuscript 

Authors should recheck their references. 

Otherwise it is a good attempt. But the question is how come the patient 

degenerated to this level of incapacitation. 

All these corrections are done. 

 

The patient left against medical advice in the 

middle of workup without informing medical 

staff. This led to delay in diagnosis and 

worsening of symptoms. 

Optional/General 

comments 

  

 

 

 

 


