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highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

I have some concerns about the manuscript, which are mentioned in 
general comments, mainly regarding lack of a structured discussion that 
supports the results obtained by the authors. 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1- Abstract part has no problem. However terms such as QRS 

amplitude and PR could be better clarified. 

 

Done 

Optional/General comments 
 2- The Introduction part is nicely written with clear-cut objectives. 

3- The Materials and Methods portion are also fine with well designed 
methodology.  The authors could include the ethical aspects of the 
research and write the abbreviations of cardiac functions. 

4-  The Results part is also well written with adequate number of tables. 
It is important to clarify some abbreviations that appears in the tables 
which are not previously in the text. Therefore, authors should 
explain these items before in methods. 

5-  In Discussion, at first paragragh, authors point out pulmonary 
function aspects and, in the second paragraph, they show table 2 
results. However, I didn’t find more discussion.  Therefore, the 
authors must further explore the discussion by pointing out how the 
study correlates to the literature. 
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