Author responses point-to-point to the reviewers

Dear Editor and esteemed reviewers, 

Please see the responses to your comments below in red. Many thanks for your precious input to this work.

We look forward to hearing from you regarding our submission. We would be glad to respond to any further questions and comments that you may have.

Regards,
Ahmed O Kaseb, MD
Corresponding author

Reviewer 2
First of all, I would like to thank you for the opportunity to review this paper. The paper is well written and provides the necessary background for the authors' approach. The overall quality of the paper enhances the readability of the survey. While English is used generally correctly from a grammar and syntax point of view.  
-This survey isn’t a  review paper.
-RESPONSE:  Thank you for taking the time to review the manuscript, We agree this is a typo and we added a track change edit in the word template file to reflect clearly that this is an original research article instead of review and as the title of the manuscript states, this is “A Randomized, Double-Blind, Placebo-Controlled, Multicenter Study to Evaluate the Safety and Efficacy of ThymoQuinone Formula (TQF) for Treating outpatient SARS-CoV-2”, this is also reflected in the methods section in the abstract and in throughout the main manuscript.
 
-The aim of the research has not been mentioned by the authors in the abstract, while it does not also exist in the introduction. They have to include the aim of the research in the abstract and in the introduction, as well.   
-RESPONSE:  We thank the reviewer for their comment. We revised the manuscript following your suggestion. We would like to point out these areas where we elude to the aim of the research in the abstract where it is now written as “Our preclinical and clinical studies aim was to determine the safety and preliminary efficacy of oral TQ Formula (TQF), in the treatment of outpatient SARS-CoV-2” in page 1, line 40-41) and in the introduction, page 2 (line 67-68) “Our preclinical and clinical studies sought to evaluate the safety and clinical efficacy of TQF through a randomized, double-blind, placebo-controlled, multicenter phase II.”
-Some more current literature in this domain needs to be written. 
-RESPONSE:  We thank the reviewer for their comment. We have added a recent literature in this scope to the introduction page 2, line 64
[bookmark: _GoBack]The methods and techniques appear not to require further refinement. The results are presented more than clear for the readers and the paper introduces mainly a very nice study for information. There is a very nice attempt to discuss the advantages and limitations of the current techniques which are often presented in vague terms and with well-structured references to the specifics.
-I also mentioned that there are ten(10)  references at the end of the paper. But in the paper, there are more. (line 296 18-23, line 189  31,32  ).Needed to be corrected.
RESPONSE:  We appreciate this great suggestion very much and revised the manuscript accordingly. Some missing citations were not reflected in the reference section when formatted for the initial submission. However, they have now all been updated accordingly in pages 12-14.

