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PART  1: Review Comments 

 

 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 

 

The authors English makes his concepts difficult to 

follow. He appears to be translating directly from his 

language and needs to rewrite the article completely 

with an English grounded scientist. Also, his various 

basic concepts need to be specifically defined 

(dielectrophoresis appears to be a form of 

cataphoresis? But what is the pathological force, i.e. 

the magnetic fields set up by the electric forces or the 

electric dipoles themselves??) and his previously 

referred to ideas need to be  summarised so the 

reader can follow his geographical thesis. Moreover 

this paper is an “ idea piece” and does not fit into the 

methods and results format of an experiment. There 

is a lack of integration with the effects of 

electromagnetism and the neuropathology and 

apparent autoimmune etiology of  MS and which is 

necessary to demonstrate a possible mechanistic 

relationship versus simple contingency (i.e. two 

processes occurring at the same time in the same 

place but not mechanistically related).  The paper 

wanders and seems contradictory (e.g. more 

electromagnetic energy for increased pathology but 

the conditions necessary appears to produce less 

such energy??) as to conclusions, although much of 

this could be the language problem. 

The effect of MRI on the MS neuropathology can’t be 

followed. Certain referred to papers as Heida 2001 

does not appear in the reference list??) The author 

does  not appear to take into consideration recent MS 

 

Thank you for your valuable appreciations. 

They were very useful for me. 

 
I tried to give all possible brevity highlights. 

At least, the scientists who interested in the 

issue soon may understand the subject more 

comfortable.  

 
You can find the answers to your questions in 

the paper.  

 
It was deleted Zamboni's ref.  and info  from 

the article. 

 
The Heide’s ref. has been added to the article 

 

 

I added information about the SARR- MS-MRI-

RIS relationship 
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research, e.g. that the CCSVI theory has been recently 

completely disproven! 

 

 

 

Only to the extent that the author appears to be 

pushing his ideas without taking inot consideration 

up to date MS research. 

Minor REVISION comments 
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