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GENERAL COMMENTS This protocol describes the procedures to be followed with the 
necessary detail. I have only minor comments, referring to issues 
that I believe should be clarified or amended before publication:  
 
1. Abstract and page 13, lines 3-11  
The authors refer the selection of “patients”. In systematic reviews 
the unit of observation is the study (group of participants) and not 
the individual, although the studies may or may not be eligible 
depending on the characteristics of the participants in the studies. 
The text should be amended to reflect this.  
 
2. Abstract and page 16, line 42  
If weighted mean differences are to be used, a justification for this 
option should also be provided, since this should not be necessary if 
all studies provide data on the changes in blood pressure values.  
 
3. In the section “Strenghts and limitations of this study” one of the 
items referred by the authors is “The trial screening and data 
extraction will be conducted independently by two authors”. I believe 
that this is an important methodological aspect, but should not be 
listed as a strength (or many other methodological aspects, many of 
them even more important should be listed).  
 
4. Page 10, lines 27-30  
The statement “contributes to the functional disability of 92 million 
people in numbers adjusted for years of life in 2001” is not clear. The 
authors should clarify the meaning of “in numbers adjusted for years 
of life”.  
 
5. Page 10, lines 30-33  
The meaning of “data performed in 35 different countries” is also 
unclear.  
 
6. Page 10, line 51  
In “and other health care professionals such as physiotherapists” the 
authors should justify the option for referring specifically 
“physiotherapists”.  
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7. Page 11, lines 11-12  
Please revise “A study had been showed”.  
 
8. Page 12  
The authors should make clear what this review may add to the 
previous ones on this topic.  
 
9. Page 14, lines 10-11  
Please correct “colocar ref.” in “Cochrane handbook (colocar ref.)”.  
 
10. Page 16, lines 44-45  
The meaning of “level of participants” should be clarified.  
 
11. Page 16, “Unit of analysis issues”  
In this section the authors refer the “number of individual participants 
as the unit of analysis in this review”. I believe that in the review the 
unit of analysis is the study, and a distinction should be made 
between the meta-analysis and the underlying systematic review. 
Also, I would refer to the “number of individual participants” in the 
context of the procedures to be used for meta-analysis instead of 
“the unit of analysis”. Additionally, this information (and other 
aspects referring to meta-analysis) should be provided in the section 
referring to data synthesis. 

 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Dear Reviewer,  

 

We appreciate your comments and suggestions on our manuscript. Please, find below point-by-point 

answers for each comment. Thank you.  

 

1. The abstract and the section “type of participants” were corrected as suggested by the reviewer.  

 

2. The authors corrected the abstract because information was inconsistent. We will summarize the 

results as risk ratio for dichotomous data and mean differences for continuous data.  

 

3. We appreciated your comment and deleted the sentence from the section.  

 

4. The authors corrected the sentence maintaining overall deaths attributed to hypertension and 

suppressed the disability-adjusted life years (DALY) because it would need further clarification in the 

text and it may not be as essential information for the section. The DALY is defined as a “health gap 

measure that extends the concept of potential years of life lost due to premature death to include 

equivalent years of healthy life lost by virtue of individuals being in states of poor health or disability 

(Murray 1996)”.  

 

5. The authors corrected the sentence to clarify the meaning.  

Epidemiological data from studies conducted in 35 different countries between the years 2003 and 

2008 were summarizes in a recent systematic review demonstrating an overall hypertension 

prevalence of 37.8% for men and 32.1% for women.  

 

6. The sentence was amended. Physiotherapists were cited because they treat hypertensive patients 

during cardiac rehabilitation programs; therefore, providing long term including educational 
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interventions.  

 

7. The authors corrected the sentence.  

 

8. The sentence was amended to strength the importance of the current review.  

 

9. The authors checked the sentence and added the reference mentioned in the text.  

 

10. The authors corrected the sentence and included the corrected information regarding patients’ 

characteristics (not “level” as previously stated).  

 

11. We understand the sentence was not clear as it was. We moved the information regarding the unit 

of analysis and “how to deal with cluster randomized studies” to the section “data synthesis”. We 

meant the unit analysis of the included studies in the review would be number of participants (not the 

unit of analysis of the review). We hope the information is clear as it is now. 
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