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Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

1. There was not consistent in the number of 

subjects enrolled to the study – 110 vs. 120. 

2. Need to be more descriptive and details on 

inclusion criteria for control group and 

metabolic syndrome group. 

3. The study is case control study, not a 

prospective. 

4. There was not consistent in the correlation 

coefficient, e.g., r=0.29 or 0.029; r=0.41 or 

0.041. 

5.  Need more descriptive and details on the 

regression model, coverable non-adjust vs. 

adjust 

6. Need a table to show the results from the 

regression model. 

 

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

Line 60 [17, 18] not 17, 18]. 

Mistakes in line 66 and 67?  
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The manuscript is not well written. It needs to be more 

descriptive and have more details about the study 
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