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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

The association between RAS with HGF/c-Met and gbaemia
control or degree of diabetic complications shoultbe more
described in detail and discussed in the specifi@pagraph.

Type 1 diabetes, type 2 diabetes and diabetes arsed to describe
the findings in the overall text of the current pager. This is very
confusing. The terminology must be used strictly iin academic
paper.

Similarly, hypertensive Type 2 diabetes and diabeteare mixed to
describe the findings.

Clinical evidence of the topics should be shown ifiable.

In the part 9, the description includes some specaiive evidence.
More modest description is suitable.

Minor REVISION comments

The word ‘hypertensive diabetic patients’ is sometnes seen, but
this is not good. For instance, ‘diabetic patientsvith
hypertension’ is favourable.

Several parts included the mistaken expressions: biground
perspective of diabetes (in the 1.1 subtitle: whato the authors
mean?), a one year (in the part 5), hypertensive Ppg 2 patients
(in the part 5), approaches be developed (in the pal0), c-Met
binding), offer (in the part 10)...etc.

Optional /General comments

Overall, the paper is well written, but the speculative and
definitive evidence must be separately described in a neutral
sense (especially in the part 9).
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