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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 I applaud the authors for taking the initiative to conduct this research. However, 
there some concerns. However, the results can be used stronger when discussing 
the epidemiology of meningitis in the particular hospital where the study was 
conducted. 
Nowadays, viral PCR in the CSF is available worldwide and therefore viral meningitis 
is not a diagnosis of exclusion anymore. Moreover, the authors mentioned that 48 of 
the participants have had viral meningitis. Based on what? Exclusion from bacteria? 
I am surprised that informed consent was used in a prospective study analysing 
children’s CSF. Kindly elaborate if this how it was approved by the IRB. 
 
Ethical issue: 
 
Authors need to explain why informed consent rather than written consent 

The diagnosis of viral meningitis was confirmed by lumber puncture.  
Informed parental consent was taken before enrolling the children into the 
study. The procedure was fully explained to the parents & they were informed 
that if they wish they will be able to withdraw them form the study & it would 
not in way hamper the treatment. Permission was also taken from the Hospital 
authority, Departmental head of the paediatric unit and in charge of 
Biochemistry, Microbiology & Pathology lab in order to undertake the study.  
 
 
 
 
 
Ethical consideration 

Informed parental consent was taken before enrolling the children into the 

study. The procedure was fully explained to the parents & they were informed 

that if they wish they will be able to withdraw them form the study & it would 

not in way hamper the treatment. Permission was also taken from the Hospital 

authority, Departmental head of the paediatric unit and in charge of 

Biochemistry, Microbiology & Pathology lab in order to undertake the study.      
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