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Reviewer’s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

We thank the Reviewer for constructive
comments, which we have followed.

Minor REVISION comments

On page 2 line 20, what is “GH” (should be written before
the first abbreviation). Abstract section ‘results’ should
be re-written because it cannot be understood well. On
line 28 (abstract), what do you mean with “table 1”?

On page 4 line 64-67, I think that you have written a part
of your results which should be better taken into the
section “discussion”.

The format of reference should be corrected in
references 7-15.

GH is Graves’ Hyperthyroidism and is corrected
in manuscript line 20 as suggested by reviewer.
We have attempted to make our manuscript
understandable as suggested.

We removed table 1 in abstract section, line 28
as suggested by reviewer.

We removed line 64-67 which correctly
identified by reviewer to be in discussion and
moved it to discussion section lines; 181- 186 of
revised manuscript.

The format of References corrected in 7-15

Optional /General comments

Writing and grammar errors should be corrected
especially in “abstract”.

We followed reviewer suggestion to the best of
our abilities.
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