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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 
 
Abbreviations………………………………………
…………….. 
 
 
 
 
All 
Tables………………………………………………
…………. 

SUGGESTIONS: 
 
Exaggerate use of abbreviations ( in general )!!  ------  {  Review 
Style   } ……..! 
   Examples:  Page 3 Col 2 ---- { MI }    used 7 times / 8 lines !!! 
                       Page 4 Col 1 ---- { NLR } used 8 times / 22 lines !!! 
                       Page 4 Col 2 ---- { ECG } used 7 times / 14 lines !!! 
….  etc …. 
--------------------- 
Centralize all Figures! 

 
Page 3, Column 2: Repeated use of ‘MI’ has 
been corrected 
Page 4, Column 1 & 2: Rephrasing of sentences 
were done to reduce the repetition of ‘NLR’ 
Page 4, column 2: Number of time ‘ECG’ usage 
is reduced. 
__________________ 
There are no figures in the manuscript 

Minor REVISION comments 
ABSTRACT and TABLES 2 and 3 
…………………………….. 
 
 
REFERENCES  
………………………………………... 

 
Reconsider the real significance of using 5 decimals, and also the 
meaning of the 
“…follow up’ ‘(0.000+/-0.00000)…”!! 
 
Observe spaces among/between words. 
 

 
The reason for using upto 4 decimal places in 
the initial manuscript was that the magnitude of 
the parameter was less, Anyhow, as suggested 
by the reviewer we have corrected it to 2 decimal 
places which also conveys same meaning. 
 
Spacing is visible because text alignment is 
‘Justified’ 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Suggestion: Define all abbreviations before use them !! 
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