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

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
Line 101 – Data analysis 
The type of statistical anaylsis wasn’t informed (e.g Wilcoxon rank), only the 
software used 
 
Line 108 – 10 patients with tubercular meningitis (exclusion criteria). The correct 
would be a total of 103 patients where 10 were excluded 
 
Ethical issue: 
 
There was no informed consent or ethics committee approval.  
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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.     

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
English writing is poor throughout the paper, it must be re-written 
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