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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 
 

 
 
1. The authors should add at least a paragraph in the introduction with related references 
to support the idea that striae distensae is related to renal functions (or any linking or 
reason why the author wants to investigate this).  
 
 
2. Analytical Method: I would recommend the authors to rephrase this part as it is not in a 
format of a scientific article.  
e.g. “Some of these moves into a high energy state. When these excited atoms fall back to 
the ground state,…” seems more like the principle of the method rather than the description 
of the methodology.  
 
 
3. Please explain why creatinine and urea were subjected to correlation analysis but not 
other parameters? And the authors need to explain more of their findings in the discussion 
section.  
 
4. This study was done in Nigeria, were there any similar studies performed in other 
countries? If so, the authors may wish to compare their results with this study and discuss 
them.  
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 
1. A few mistakes in the use of English that needs correction e.g. the misuse of capital 
letters, the use of prepositions, etc (I have corrected some of them in the manuscript). 
Please review the manuscript again for corrections.  
 
2. Please change the unit “mg/dl” into ”mg/dL” (Capitalize the letter “L”) 
 
3. There is a space between the numerical value and unit symbol, please correct it.  
 
4. There is a dissimilarity when mentioning the P-values, “P” or “p”? I would suggest the p 
is italicized.  
 
5. Analytical Methods: “Potassium and sodium solution under carefully controlled 
conditions,…” is not understandable.  
 
6. There is no need to use the bold letter to mention the chemistry parameters eg. sodium. 
 
7. In Tables 2 and 3, what does the symbol “*” mean? The authors should add a table 
legend.  
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PART  2:  
 

 
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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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