Reviewer C : 

 It is not clear how the data were collected (which is the sampling process), why 44 patients and 44 controls?

Please see page 5, first paragraph, lines 2-5.
 The authors claim hey used the spearman correlation coefficient to determine the associations, but in the results they refer to "r" (usually "r" indicates pearson's correlation coefficient, the authors should use "roo" instead).

According to our university statistician suggestion “Spearman’s rho” was used both in tables and in the text.
 The same happens with table 1. In the subchapter of the statistical analysis the authors state they used test t, but the legend of table 1 states "t tests and U test of Mann-Whitney". They should identify all the tests used in the methods chapter. Table 3 presents a p = 26, impossible value, should be 0.26.

Many thanks for the comment. All the statistical tests used in the work were presented in method section subchapter of the statistical analysis.
In Table 3, a p = 26 was corrected to P= 0.26 .
 In the statistical analysis the authors could try to go a little further and perform a multivariate analysis, for example a linear regression.

Due to Nonparametric nature of the S100B we were unable to do linear regression.

 The paper presents quite a few bibliographical references, some of them not very recent. The percentage of recent bibliographical references to the list presented seems to me to be small.
Following the comments made by the reviewers in the first round of revision, a re-visiting of the literature was performed and bibliography of the revised manuscript was updated (red lined refs).  
This time we reviewed all the references again and updated some of them including 11, 12, 16, 19, 21, 32, 33, and 34, however we had 4 old references (24, 28, 29, 35) that we could not find the appropriate references to replace.
