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1. The manuscript is written in very poor English and the grammar is 

incorrect.  Some sentences are very difficult to understand. The 

manuscript needs to be revised. 

2. In the “Abstract” the author stated that there were 39 patients, but 

obviously the statistics were done on 21 patients. In my opinion the 

sample should include more patients for obtaining the valid 

conclusion. Anyway, the correct number of studied patients must be 

inserted and it is not 39 but 21. 

3. The results including tables and figures should be inserted in part 

”Results”. The author inserted Table 6 and Figure 3 in part 

“Discussion” which is completely wrong. It must be corrected. The 

Result section is the part of the manuscript where results of the 

study should be inserted whereas the Discussion is a section where 

all results are discussed and compared with the literature. 

4.  In my opinion there is a lack of relevant comparison between 

author’s results and the literature. The author mentioned some 

facts but not really the relevant ones with his own results. 
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