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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

ABSTRACT: This lacks clarity, shows no connection
between the study aim and the conclusion.

INTRODUCTION: The subject was not clearly introduced.

This section is full of redundant statements and
grammatical errors that leave the reader confused. What
is TSH serum? What is static’s work?

MATERIALS AND METHODS: it is not clear how patients
were selected, kind of data collected and whether or not
permission was obtained from the ethical committee or
the review board.

Specific investigations leading to the diagnosis were not
stated.

What images is author referring to? Some results and
discussion was mentioned in this section, why?

How does SPSS investigate the role of radioactive iodine?

RESULTS: This is completely mixed up. The number of
patients included in the report differs from the number
analysed and this varies with the numbers presented in
the tables and figures. Some of the results appeared in
the discussion section. Figures and tables are poorly
presented with unclear titles

DISCUSSION: this is very vague and contains some of the
results as well as redundant statements and sentences
from some of the references in a mere ‘cut and paste’
fashion.
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CONCLUSION: there was no clear demonstration of how
the conclusion was arrived at from the results presented.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments
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