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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

1.

Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of
additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide

additional suggestions/comments)

1. The manuscript investigates expert opinions on the treatment options for hypertensive
patients in an Indian clinical setting, with a focus on cilnidipine. The importance lies in
providing insights into prescription practices and preferences of specialists. However, the
reviewer suggests adding a brief statement highlighting the significance and potential
impact of the study on clinical practice and patient outcomes.

2. The title is considered suitable, given the content of the manuscript.

3. The abstract is generally comprehensive, summarizing the study's objectives, methodology,
results, and conclusions. However, | recommend incorporating specific findings related to
cilnidipine's efficacy and safety as highlighted in the results section.

4. The subsections and structure of the manuscript are found to be appropriate.

5. The manuscript is considered scientifically correct. However, the reviewer suggests
providing more clarity on certain points, such as the comorbid conditions and the rationale
for the selection of cilnidipine.

6. The references are deemed sufficient and recent. No additional references are suggested.

Minor REVISION comments

1.

Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

The language quality is generally suitable for scholarly communication. However, | recommend
minor revisions for clarity and coherence in some sentences.

Optional/General comments

The reviewer commends the study for its exploration of expert opinions on hypertensive patient
treatment in an Indian context. However, the reviewer suggests that the manuscript could benefit
from a more concise presentation of certain findings, ensuring that the main points are highlighted
effectively.

The manuscript explores important aspects of expert opinions on the treatment of
hypertensive patients in an Indian clinical setting. While the content is generally valuable,
there are suggestions for improving clarity, coherence, and the incorporation of specific
findings related to cilnidipine. Minor revisions are recommended to enhance the
manuscript's overall quality.

Created by: DR Checked by: PM Approved by: MBM

Version: 1.7 (15-12-2022)




Review Form 1.7

PART 2:

Reviewer’'s comment IAuthor’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)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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