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Message from your editor, Elyse
Dear Author,

It was a pleasure working on your document. Do go through my changes and comments in the
edited file.

Please send me your feedback or any questions through your Editage Online account
(http://app.editage.co.kr/). This article was very well written, so | focused on enhancing the
quality of the manuscript. To that end, many of my edits were for the following:

e Word choice
I replaced some words with more accurate/formal alternatives and attempted to vary the
word usage.
Example: showed—> demonstrated, revealed, exhibited

e Proper comparisons

e General clarity/flow

Should you make any further revisions before submission, I’d be happy to do a final check to
ensure no issues with English language.

I wish you great success with this manuscript!


http://online.editage.co.kr/
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Editor’s report

| have provided feedback on your manuscript through specific comments along with ratings for
relevant sections. The key below the table explains my ratings. | hope you find my feedback
useful.

Section Rating

Abstract
A good abstract explains the aims of the research, how these were met, and the main

findings.
Introduction

This section should set the context for the study, clearly state the research objective,
and establish the significance of the study.

Results and discussion
These sections should present the data and findings in a clear and unbiased manner, and
address the objective or research question stated in the introduction.

Conclusions
A good concluding section notes the limitations of the study. It should mention the
scope for further research as well as the implications/application of the study.

This section required only a few revisions.
Most parts of this section required revision.
The entire section required significant revision. Please go through my comments/changes carefully.

Comments

SCOPE

| cannot comment on the suitability of this manuscript for the target journal (not specified), but |
would recommend ensuring proper formatting to avoid any unnecessary delay in publication.

NOVELTY OF THE STUDY

It is evident that this study constructively builds upon previous studies but explores a promising
option for stem cell therapy of damaged cardiac tissue.

RELEVANCE AND CONTRIBUTION OF THE STUDY

The relevance and contribution of the study are well conveyed. Cardiac regeneration using stem
cell therapy may reduce the burden of heart disease and improve patient outcome. This study
demonstrates the efficacy of a cellular resource for this purpose.
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SUBMISSION READINESS

| did not identify any major gaps in this manuscript. The article is easy to follow with a defined
aim and outcome. The content is presented concisely and in a well-balanced manner, with study
limitations conveyed and scope for future research indicated. The biggest issue remaining is
clarity—I have flagged several locations that require your attention.

Quick tip

Guideline
Avoid false or illogical comparisons by ensuring that the objects being compared are
equivalent/similar.

Explanation

Statements of comparison should be constructed such that the objects being compared
can actually be compared. A common example of an illogical comparison is when the
property of one group is directly compared with another group instead of the property
of that other group. For example, the comparison “The band gap of anatase TiO-

, is larger than rutile TiO,” is illogical because the bandgap and rutile are being
compared. Instead, this sentence should read “"The band gap of anatase TiO-

, is larger than that of rutile TiO,,” or even “Anatase TiO,has a larger band gap
than rutile TiO,.” Please note that in the last sentence, the phrase “than rutile TiO2 has”
is implied.

A similar problem arises with sentences that begin with "Compared to” such as
“"Compared to previous reports, our coatings were more robust.” This could be
“"Compared to previously reported coatings, our coatings were more robust,” or
“Our coatings were more robust than previously reported coatings.”

Another common problem with comparisons is when the comparison is ambiguous or
incomplete, such as in the sentence “"Our nanoparticles exhibited superior catalytic
activity.” To make this sentence correct, another object should be added to complete
the comparison. For example, this could be “Our nanoparticles exhibited higher
catalytic activity than that of conventional Pt catalysts.”



