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discuss the paper from Ciccone MM et al. Mediators Inflamm. 2013;2013:782137. - Please 

include a table gathering the main findings from literature. 
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Summary and general comments  This is a lengthy review on myocardial reperfusion 
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there is a lot of information presented in such a way that sometimes it is difficult to 
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extract useful clinical findings from the lengthy text.  Major comments  1. One of 

the major problems with reading the article as a whole is to differentiate between 

experimental and clinical findings. It would be much better if the authors could 

emphasize on the current clinical status by using “clinically’ or simply use a separate 

paragraph as “clinical highlights”.   2. The conclusion is a bit too long. The authors may 

consider incorporating the information into the main text and present only the most 

important points in Conclusion.  3. The idea of merging two images in Fig. 4 does 

not seem to be good one for the readers. Besides, the background wordings are not in 

English.  
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