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PART  1: Review Comments 

 

 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 

 
- We recommend for the authors to investigate 

an eventual association between age ranges and 

the onset of blister and bulla or Poor-outcome. 

 And to discuss also the  impact of  the family of 

snake (cobra or viper) on the outcome of the 

bite   

 

- It is important to include in the results analysis 

the time elapsed between snake bite and time of 

hospital admission. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

Corrections the Results section: 

 

- Page 3 (line 17): substitute 1/85 by 1/86 

 

- Page 4 (line 7):  substitute 25.6% by 25.8%  

 

 

- The snakebite patients enrolled in this study 
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was 128, but in the result section, we found only 

100 patients distributed according to the age 

group. You should check this error (3rd and 4th 

lines in the results section).  

Optional/General comments 

 

 

- The article is of interest and well written. 

- The main objective is clear and well discussed.  
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