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highlight that part in the manuscript. It 
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This study investigates Total Antioxidant Capacity (TAC) in COPD versus 

controls in serum. They report, the well known reduction of TAC in COPD. In 

addition they investigate various antioxidant agents such as bilirubin, albumin, 

urate, CP and found no correlation with TAC. It is obvious that the 

interpretation of their results were wrong! They had to use the multi regration 

analysis to verify the contribution of any of each individual antioxidant to TAC. 

In addition the study has a number of other methodological problems. 

The authors did not discuss: 1. Ex smokers 2. If the controls and COPD had 

similar smoking intensity 3. If they had controlled for equivalent air pollution 

condition in both groups ect, ect  

The paper is badly written with a lot of tables and unnecessary Figures. 

Parts of the discussion should be methods (eg the whole page 9) or results 

(lines 172-188). 

Figures 3-4 are methods and should be OMITED as well as Figure 1 and Figure 

2 should only be discuss in the text, although according to previous major 

comment are using the wrong methodology (multi-regration is needed). 

Table 3 is without p values?? 

What was the cause for COPD in no smokers? 

Biomass fluid ??  
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