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Dear Editor,

In response to your similarity report, unfortunately I don’t think I can change any more after this second

revision. Several  sentences and words are standard and therefore very similar to other manuscripts.

There is a lot of resemblance to one of my previously published manuscript as the style is the authors’

style.  Both  which  I  am  the  corresponding  author  and  that  study  involved  CIMT  and  there  were

measurements of BP.  I have attached screenshots of some of the similarity report which I feel cannot be

changed much.
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Kindly review the manuscript and if you still feel it is similar, then I will withdraw the manuscript.

Kind regards,

Dr R Cader
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	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	EIC,	
The	manuscript	reviewed.	it's	a	good	and	practical	for	physicians	but	I	didn't	understand
finally,	how	long	the	patients	were	on	hemodialysis?	how	long	was	transplanted	vintage?	did
the	patients	have	LVH	before	transplantation?	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	Author,	
It	requires	a	minor	revision.	
Thanks.

10	Oct	2017

12	Oct	2017
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Dear Editor,

Thank you for your prompt reply. Unfortunately I cannot make any revisions as the 3 queries the 

reviewer has raised are already in the original manuscript.

The first query is regarding how long the patients were on haemodialysis which is on table 1 as the 

duration of dialysis and median time is 21 months with a range between 0 -129 months. Of the 30 

patients, one patient had a pre-emptive transplant and was therefore not on dialysis and of the 

remaining 29 patients, 3 patients were on PD and the remaining 26 were on haemodialysis prior to 

transplantation.

The second query regarding the transplant vintage is also on table 1 as duration of transplant ( I can 

rephrase it to transplant vintage)  and the median duration is  91.7 ( 39 - 311) months .

The third query was as to whether the patients had LVH before transplantation. Majority of patients did 

not have an echo performed prior to transplantation as  they had their transplant done overseas and this

is the limitation of our study which has been mentioned in the manuscript as a limitation.

I therefore look forward to your reply.

Kind regards,

Dr R Cader
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	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	EIC	
Based	on	the	authors'	answers	to	the	reviewers'	comments,	the	reviewer(s)	have
recommended	publication.	
Kind	regards.	

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	Author,	
The	document	is	reviewed	carefully	by	the	reviewers.	According	to	their	comments	and	your
revisions	as	requested,	this	manuscript	is	accepted.	
Thanks.	

27	Nov	2017

28	Nov	2017
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