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	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	AE,	
The	research	was	a	cross-sectional	study	not	a	comparative	study.	
It	would	be	better	not	to	use	many	questionnaires	(Totally	214	questions)	and	rather
increase	the	number	of	participants	in	order	to	achieve	more	accuracy	and	raising	the	power
of	study.	
There	is	no	statistically	difference	in	FSFI	score	of	SCI	and	non	SCI	women.	Although	we
have	seen	this	situation	even	in	infertile	woman	and	breast	cancer	survivors	in	other
studies,	this	finding	might	be	related	to	low	sample	size	and	statistical	power	of	study	or
mean	age	of	Non	SCI	in	comparison	with	SCI	women.	
Thanks.	

	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	AE,	
It	is	OK	but	it	needs	to	be	edited	and	be	written	in	academic,	for	example	in	
·	Abstract:	
What	is	meant?	(In	other	words,	no	significant).	

31	Oct	2018

2	Nov	2018
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Thanks.

	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	AE,	
This	is	a	valuable	search.	Sexual	abnormalities	of	SCI	patients	are	very	important	&	need
precise	attention.	
The	result	of	the	abstract	is	incomplete.	
Thee	are	some	dictation	error	in	tables.	
Thanks	

	REFEREE:	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,	

	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	Nov	2018

14	Nov	2018

14	Nov	2018
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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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Response letter 

We appreciated the reviewers' invaluable comments. The recommendations and inquires are responded 

as follow:

1.   Reviewer 1:
It is OK but it needs to be edited and be written in academic, for example in abstract:
What is meant? (In other words, no significant). Be corrected
We did our bests to revise the linguistic issues.

2. Reviewer 2:
The research was a cross-sectional study not a comparative study.
It would be better not to use many questionnaires (Totally 214 questions) and rather increase 

the number of participants in order to achieve more accuracy and raising the power of study.
There is no statistically difference in FSFI score of SCI and non SCI women. Although we have 

seen this situation even in infertile woman and breast cancer survivors in other studies, this 

finding might be related to low sample size and statistical power of study or mean age of Non SCI

in comparison with SCI women.
 Although we had compared the variables between couples with either SCI-wife or SCI-

husband , however the change done to the objective in page 3.
 We do accept the reviewer's viewpoint as our study limitation, but the sample size of

 

Ѕ1=10.24     Μ1=96.75     α= 0.05    Ѕ2=7.72     Μ2=86.18    Β=0.2
Regarding the above confidence interval (CI) of 95% and power of 90%, the sample size was 

determined to be at least 28 couples.

Added to P1, Page8 " Small sample size can be further explanation of this finding."

3. Reviewer 3:
This is a valuable search. Sexual abnormality of the SCI patients is very important & need precise

attention. The result of the abstract is incomplete.  there is some dictation error in tables. 
Result section completed as highlighted
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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.

	

	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:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	AE,	
The	article	is	now	acceptable	by	considering	the	applied	changes.	
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.	

2	Dec	2018

8	Dec	2018

12	Dec	2018

12	Dec	2018
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