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	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	EIC,	
The	manuscript	is	reviewed:	
At	the	end	of	the	paper,	you	concluded:	'hyperkalemia	was	significantly	higher	in	children
with	diuretic	use	than	in	other	children"	
1-	Which	kind	of	diuretics	mostly	administer	in	the	pediatric	field.	
2-	Mean	creatinine	data	is	mandatory	for	a	better	conclusion.	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	Author,	
Your	article	is	reviewed	by	the	reviewers	carefully.	According	to	their	comments,	this
document	needs	minor	revision.	Please	follow	their	comments	as	requested.	
Thanks.	

4	Jan	2019

4	Jan	2019
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Reply	to	Reviewers

Ideally,	 the	 reviewing	process	can	significantly	 improve
the	submitted	manuscripts	by	allowing	the	authors	to	take
into	account	the	advice	of	reviewers.	Author(s)	must	reply
to	all	reviewers'	comments	in	a	separate	Word	file,	point
by	point.	A	"Reply	to	Reviewers"	document	is	submitted
along	 with	 revised	 manuscript	 during	 submission	 of
revised	files,	summarizing	 the	changes	 that	 the	authors
made	 in	 response	 to	 the	 reviewers'	 comments.	 The
responses	 to	 reviewers'	 comments	 specifies	 how	 the
authors	addressed	each	comment	the	reviewers	made.

You	 can	 read	 the	 authors'	 responses	 to	 the	 reviewers'
comments	in	the	next	page.
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Reply to reviewers 

Associate Editor 1:
the manuscript reviewed
at the end of the paper, you concluded: 'hyperkalemia was significantly
higher in children with diuretic use than in other children"
1- which kind of diuretics mostly administer in pediatric filed.

Furosemide
2- mean creatinine data is mandatory for a better conclusion.

 Based on this  sentence” Creatinine means were 0.60±0.22,  0.61±0.19 and 1.28±0.55 in
hypokalemia, Normal and hyperkalemia respectively”. We add “The main reason probably is
due to higher creatinine in hyperkalemia” in conclusion. 

 

The list of authors in the current revision is different from Revision 0. Please note
that any "Authorship Changes" (i.e., order, addition, and deletion of authors)
after initial submission should be approved by all authors.  Any such changes
made after a manuscript has been submitted should be explained to the
journal. For more information about the journal policy regarding “Authorship
Changes” see the following link.

Authorship orders modified based on the first version that submitted.
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Here,	you	can	see	the	Reviewers,	Associate	Editors
and	EICs'	comments	from	the	beginning	to	the	end	of	the
revision	process.

	

	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.	

10	May	2019

10	May	2019
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