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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 
 

 
- It is not specified from the beginning (summary and introduction), of the text, which tissues of 
the biopsies will be studied (example: brain, organs, muscle), it is also not specified that all the 
treatment will be with the paraffin method 
 
- In the abstract the conclusions must already be described 
 
 - The 30 cases described in the methodology do not specify whether they are experimental or 
controls. 
 
- In the tissue preparation in step 1- is there perfusion and paraffinization? because in step 2 
says that there is De-paraffinization process 
 
- It is important that the results are reported with well-described images, since what is 
intended in this article is to compare both procedures for Antigen Retrieval and without the 
description of the results it is not possible to make this comparison.  
 
- This study seems only the beginning of another that is planned, since there are no results or 
conclusions, it remains very ambiguous. 
 
It does not have results to be able to compare both procedures, which is the objective from the 
title of the work. 
 

 
 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 
Throughout the text, periods go after the references and not before them. 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Many technical details are needed, such as describing what type of biopsies were used, the 
immunohistochemical steps should be better detailed and especially the results to be able to 
compare both methods, which is the objective of the work. 
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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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