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	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The principle of DIF involves applying fluorescently labelled antibodies directly to a patient’s skin biopsy. These antibodies bind to target molecules (immunoglobulins, complement, fibrinogen) that are deposited in the tissues. The slide is then examined under a fluorescence microscope to detect the presence and pattern of fluorescence.
DIF is a valuable adjunctive diagnostic tool in the evaluation of vasculitic skin lesions. It enhances diagnostic accuracy by identifying immune complex deposition, particularly in small-vessel vasculitides, and helps narrow down the differential diagnosis based on the type of immunoglobulin or complement involved.
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	Good, but a more Academic title could be appropriate
“Direct Immunofluorescence in Vasculitis: A Critical Tool in Diagnostic Dermatopathology”
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	It is good; however, it would have been better to include how the specimens were collected. Perilesional skin or early purpuric lesions are the preferred locations. How were the tissues transported to the lab? Were they frozen to preserve the antigens?
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	It is scientifically sound.
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	The References are few and too old. More recent citations will help the manuscript. 
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	Spelling errors should be corrected 
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4. The Methodology area should be improved on.
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