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REFEREE: Reviewer 0

Dear AE,

Thanks for this good and practical article.

The authors should note the following points:

- Prevalence and incidence of SCls in the country of conducted study is not stated.

- Introduction section, second paragraph, first and second sentences reference is not
mentioned.

- Inclusion criteria are not clear if participants have experienced Covid-19 or not?

- The researchers have not discussed how they decided to use the selected method.

- It is not mentioned that if the researchers critically examined their own role, potential bias,
and influence during analysis and selection of data for presentation.

- Please edit this sentence in the discussion section “this is the first qualitative study on the
challenges of patients with SCls during the Covid-19 pandemic”. What is your mean? The
first study in where? In the world or in the country of conducted study?

Thanks.

REFEREE: Reviewer 0

Dear AE,
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| received the submission as a reviewer. Qualitative researches have a specific field that it
is always possible to perform better than the one conducted, while the current one is still
correct. | have no reason not to accept this paper and in my opinion, the paper is suitable
for publication.

Kind regards

®) REFEREE: Reviewer | Revision (0)

Dear AE,

Good article and new topic. The following comments are suggested to the authors to modify
the article:

1- Please mention the ethics criteria in the research.

2- Please mention the sample volume reference.

3- Part 3.3.1. Demographic Characteristic needs correction.

4- Add demographic characteristics.

5- The questions asked of the patients in the interview should be added in the method
section.

6- The method of data analysis should be written in a more complete way and it should be

referenced.

Good luck.

@, REFEREE: Associate Editor | Revision (0)
Dear EIC

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

Kind regards,

@, REFEREE: EIC | Revision (0)

Dear Author,

The reviewers' comments are mentioned. Please correct the details as mentioned above
carefully according to the reviewers' request.

Thanks.
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Reply to Reviewers

ldeally, 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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3- Part 3.3.1. Demographic Characteristic needs correction.

4- Add demographic characteristics.

The form of demographic characteristics included questions about the history of spinal cord
injury, age, sex (female, male), education (illiterate, diploma and undergraduate, university),
marriage (married, unmarried).

The Mean (Standard deviation) age and history of SCI of participants of the present study was
54.2(9.8), 12.8(4.9) years. A total of 32% of participants were female and 68% were male. In
terms of education, 57% of patients were illiterate, 38% had a diploma and 5% had a university
degree. Also 68% of patients had a spouse and 32% had no spouse.

5. The questions asked of the patients in the interview should be added in the
method section.
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6- The method of data analysis should be written in a more complete way and it
should be referenced.

- Prevalence and incidence of SCls in the country of conducted study is not stated.

- Introduction section, second paragraph, first and second sentences reference is not
mentioned.
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- It is not mentioned that if the researchers critically examined their own role, potential bias,
and influence during analysis and selection of data for presentation

- Please edit this sentence in the discussion section “this is the first qualitative study on the
challenges of patients with SCls during the Covid-19 pandemic”. What is your mean? The first
study in where? In the world or in the country of conducted study?

Reviewer 3:
Dear Authors

| received your submission as a reviewer. Qualitative researches have specific field that it is
always possible to perform better than the one conducted, while the current one still
corrects. | have no reason to not accept this paper and in my opinion the paper is suitable for
publication.
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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: Reviewer | Revision (1)

Dear AE,
The study is reviewed carefully. According to comments and revisions by the author, this
manuscript is accepted.

Thanks
®) 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.



