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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

The authors have been investigated the difference in mechanisms of the 

immunosuppressive effects of umbilical cord-derived mesenchymal stem cells 

(UC-MSCs) and bone marrow-derived MSCs (BM-MSCs). They have concluded that 

UC-MSCs and BM-MSCs exhibit similar immunosuppression properties in different 

mechanisms, and UC-MSCs have potentials to substitute BM-MSCs as cell therapy 

products. In generally, this is a well-planned and -conducted study which would 

contribute the literature. However, I would like to make some suggestions which those 

are: i) background could be concise, instead some data could be provided in Abstract; ii) 

the sentence of “We found that UC-MSCs may be successful alternatives to BM-MSCs 

for GVHD treatment” at the end of Introduction is inappropriate, because it is a 

conclusion statement; iii) giving general information in Results section such as “One 

function of MSCs is to differentiate into osteoblasts, chondrocytes, or adipocytes[20]” is 

inappropriate , which could be provided in Methods and Discussion;  iv) repetitions of 

figures within paragraph in Discussion are inappropriate. 

 


