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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 

 
The authors attempted to evaluate the effect of the 

cardiac rehabilitation program utilizing the Borg Rating of 

Perceived Exertion (RPE). The aim of the study was to 

examine the equivalence of this method compared to 

others. The data was carefully analysed. However, this 

reviewer disagrees that the presented information is 

sufficient to reach this conclusion; it is uncertain whether 

this program is more effective, less effective, or equivalent 

to the standard protocols. How do the authors determine 

that it is advantageous (line 254) when one does not know 

the difference in the outcome?  

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

Line 16, a period is missing after “(CVD)”. 

Lines 48-50, please reconsider the locations of commas. 

Line 216, “be” is missing before “employed”. 
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