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	Mohamad	Mohsen	Homayouni:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	AE,	
I	read	the	article	and	it	had	no	problems	and	could	be	printed.	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	AE,	
This	article	has	a	variety	of	drawbacks,	some	of	which	are	outlined	below:	
1.	This	manuscript	is	grammatically	and	structurally	weak	and	needs	substantial	reform.	
2.	The	word	"Army"	has	been	introduced	as	a	keyword	but	is	not	mentioned	in	the	text	at
all.	
3.	The	"Materials"	section	does	not	specify	the	name	of	the	staining	method	used.	
4.	The	volume	of	blood	obtained	from	patients	and	the	type	of	anticoagulant	used	is
unclear.	
5.	The	primers	used	in	this	study	were	not	designed	by	the	researcher,	but	in	the	text,	the
researcher	claimed	to	have	done	the	design.	
6.	The	sequence	of	the	primers	used	and	their	synthesizing	partner	is	unclear.	
7.	In	the	Materials	and	Methods	section,	the	chemicals	used	in	the	PCR	reaction	and	their
concentration	are	not	specified.	

13	Nov	2019

30	Nov	2019

Ann Mil Health Sci Res. Open Peer Review; e98973. Page 2 of 12



8.	In	the	Materials	and	Methods	section,	the	temperature	conditions	used	for	the	PCR
reaction	are	not	specified.	
9.	How	was	the	PCR	reaction	performed	on	300	DNA	samples	without	"positive	control"?	
10.	It	is	not	clear	what	company	the	"DNA	size	marker"	came	from.	
Thanks.

	Rohallah	Mirjani:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	EIC	
The	reviewer(s)	have	recommended	publication,	but	also	suggest	some	minor	revisions	to
the	manuscript.	Therefore,	I	invite	the	author	to	respond	to	the	reviewer(s)'	comments	and
revise	his	manuscript.	
Kind	regards,	

	Iraj	Mirzaii-Dizgah:	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.	

2	Dec	2019

2	Dec	2019

Ann Mil Health Sci Res. Open Peer Review; e98973. Page 3 of 12



OPEN	PEER	REVIEW

Revision	(1)

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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Dear Editor in Chief

The manuscript with ID number 98973 was sent to you after correction according to the 
comments of the reviewers. I thank so much the reviewer.

- Every correction was written in red color.
- The file of the tables, figures, and the main manuscript were sent.

Best regards
 (Corresponding author)
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Revision	(1)

Here,	you	can	see	the	Reviewers,	Associate	Editors
and	EICs'	comments	from	the	beginning	to	the	end	of	the
revision	process.

	

	Iraj	Mirzaii-Dizgah:	EIC	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	Author,	
Please	revise	references	(use	journal	abbreviation	in	the	references	section).	
Please	revise	your	manuscript	in	the	attached	file.	
Thanks.
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OPEN	PEER	REVIEW

Revision	(2)

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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Dear EIC

The manuscript was corrected according to the comments of the reviewers and EIC. All the correction 

were written in red colour.

Regards

Minoo Shaddel
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Revision	(2)

Here,	you	can	see	the	Reviewers,	Associate	Editors
and	EICs'	comments	from	the	beginning	to	the	end	of	the
revision	process.

	

	Iraj	Mirzaii-Dizgah:	EIC	|	Revision	(2)

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.	

24	Dec	2019
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Revision	(3)

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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Dear EIC

Thank you for revising the manuscript.

This was corrected according to the comments of the reviewers. All the correction were written in red 

colour.

1- The kind of the DNA Ladder was mentioned in the figures.
2- The explanation of one of the lane in the figures was corrected.
3- The details of process of moulecular method were written.
4- The name of staining methods was mentioned.

Regards

Corresponding author 
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Revision	(3)

Here,	you	can	see	the	Reviewers,	Associate	Editors
and	EICs'	comments	from	the	beginning	to	the	end	of	the
revision	process.

	

	Iraj	Mirzaii-Dizgah:	EIC	|	Revision	(3)

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

29	Dec	2019
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