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PART  1: Review Comments  
 
 Reviewer’s comment  Author’s comment  (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 
should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

In introduction:  
Paragraph 1, line 3:  ...and adult mortality (17%) [Ref]. 
Please cite reference. 
Paragraph 3; ....75% of patients with hypertension 
(Ref). Please insert reference. 
 
Paragraph 5, last sentence:  “Some combinations of 
antihypertensive agents exhibit additive or even 
synergetic effect“ please give examples and cite 
references. 
 
The title of the figures should be placed below the 
figure. Only Tables have their title placed above. 
 
On page 7; ...higher response rates than either of the 
treatments alone [19].  Pls include more reference .  
 
On page 9; ..did not cause low potassium level or any 
adverse effects on the lipid profile. Did you carry out 
any biochemical analysis of Lipid profile and 
Potassium? 
 
The reference lists are inconsistent and should be 
properly formatted. 

 

Minor  REVISION comments 
 

 
Result Section of Abstract: Methodology. What is 
INN? 
 
Result section of Abstract:  The 1st two sentences 
should be removed as it is not a result. “Many new 
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generic molecules as FDC entrance the PDL and 
generally, the gene . . . therapeutic groups” 
 
In abstract, what is DDD? Abbreviation should be 
defined at first used. 
 
In Introduction section:  paragraph 3, line 4, What is 
BP? “Blood Pressure” Please define abbreviation at 
first use. 
 
Although the authors stated that T-test was applied for 
statistical analysis. No such statistic was seen 
anywhere in the manuscript. The degree of 
significance should be stated categorically. Very 
important . 
 
Why didn’t the authors use a regression analysis as 
part of their statistics? This would have enables one to 
appreciate the beauty of the study. 
 
Clarify the plagiarism issue: 
 
The similarity text check is however insignificant.  
The related links are: 
http://www.medscape.com/viewarticle/7726 
http://www.aafp.org/afp/2008/0501/p1279. 
http://www.oalib.com/relative/269062 
http://europepmc.org/articles/PMC2686259 
http://www.aafp.org/afp/2000/0515/p3049. 
http://dmsjournal.biomedcentral.com/arti 
http://www.tribune.cz/clanek/13206 
 
I strongly suggest that the Authors perform a 
check of the revised manuscript and store screen 
shot images of the results before resubmission. 
CrossCheck analysis program is available at 
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http://www.crossref.org/crosscheck/index.html  
 
 
 
 

Optional /General  comments 
 

It is an interesting article that should be conside r 
for publication after a critical revision. 
 
The manner of use of paragraph is seriously irrelevant. 
The references cited in the discussion section are less 
than 7. An article like this should have not less than 20 
citations. Most importantly that it an observational study 
between 2009 and 2013.  
More references should be cited in the discussion 
section. 
 
The reference lists are inconsistent. This should b e 
properly taken care of. 
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