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

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

The paper is well -written and the findings are 
worth-sharing with the scientific community. 
However, the small sample size appears to pose a 
bit of a challenge to generalization of findings. B ut 
most of the important biomarkers have been duly 
assessed and therefore can be considered as a 
preliminary study. Authors must therefore indicate 
the preliminary or pilot nature of the study to 
account for the sample-size inadequacies.  
Also, table 2 should be deleted as table 3 presents  
the same information. However, a posthoc test 
must be performed to elicit the information that 
table 2 was seeking to portray. This will result in  a 
modification of table 3. Some few additional 
comments have been indicated on the manuscript 
for further action.   

Thank you so much for your commendation.  
The sample size was calculated based on 
prevalence of type 2 DM in our locality. It gave 
us 73 samples and we decided to round it up to 
80 subjects. 
 
You are perfectly right sir and all the necessary 
corrections had been made as you advised. 
Once again, thank you. 
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