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Although the manuscript is overall interesting, there are several issues that the 

authors need to address. 

1.- The introduction would benefit from a brief review of the literature of previous 

studies that show the efficacy and safety of Duct tape (Focht, 2002). It will also help 

to add some of the theories about its mechanism of action, or at least suggest how 

does it work.  

2.- The authors describe what is and the uses of cyanoacrylate in medicine, but they 

failed to mention which is the objective of adding this product to Duct tape. Do they 

want to hence the adhesion of the duct tape to the skin or increase the 

occlusion/and or maceration of the wart? Is there any other study showing the 

efficacy of this combination for the management of viral warts? Please specify. 

3.-In the methods, the authors report that they enrolled 62 patients, how did they 

calculate the sample, based on what assumptions? The authors need to clarify the 

study design. (randomized trial vs comparative cohort) I suggest that the authors 

include a flow chart describing the patient selection. 

4.-The manuscript has several grammar mistakes. I suggest a review by a native 

English speaker.  
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