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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 
 

Paper needs revision in terms of both linguistic and some contents.  
 
 

Corrections have been made to the article where felt needed 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

Paper will contribute to this field. However, it should be improved. More recent papers are 
available on https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Angiotensin+1-7. Please refer to 
this link https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Angiotensin+1-7. This will help you 
improve the quality and content of paper.  

This is the first of many reviews to come in the renin angiotensin system.  
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