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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	(0)

Dear	AE,	
This	manuscript	is	good	and	suitable	for	publication.	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	AE,	
The	paper	is	entitled:	
“Optimization	of	3D	Alginate	Scaffold	Properties	with	Interconnected	Porosity	using	Freeze-
drying	Method	for	Cartilage	Tissue	Engineering	Applications”	
This	idea	in	optimizing	alginate	scaffold	alginate	for	cell	differentiation	can	be	novel.	
This	paper	can	be	published	with	minor	revision:	
In	figure	2	(c):	please	reveal	the	significant	differences	between	groups	and	explain
differences	between	degradation	rate	in	the	main	text.	
The	whole	paper	needs	to	be	double	checked	versus	grammar	and	vocabulary.	

31	Oct	2018

16	Nov	2018

Arch Neurosci. Open Peer Review; e85122. Page 2 of 7



Thanks.	

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	EIC,	
The	manuscript	is	studied,	and	there	are	some	comments	which	should	be	addressed	by
the	author.	According	to	the	comments,	the	document	needs	minor	revision.	
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.	

21	Nov	2018

21	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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 November 15, 2020

Dear Editor
Editor, Archive of Neuroscience

Subject: Submission of revised manuscript (ID: 85122)

We would like to thank the reviewers for their comments. We have revised the 

manuscript based on their comments. In addition, we have highlighted the revised 

sections within the manuscript. Please find the discussions below and amendments in 

response to the reviewers’ comments. 

We changed all author’s name according to sequence of previous version.

We  hope  that  you  will  find  our  manuscript  suitable  for  publication  in  Archive  of

Neuroscience and look forward to your decision.
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Response to the reviewers’ comments 

Reviewer # 1:

1. Reviewer:  Optimization of 3D Alginate Scaffold Properties with Interconnected Porosity using Freeze-
drying Method for Cartilage Tissue Engineering Applications”
This idea in optimizing alginate scaffold alginate for cell differentiation can be novel.
This paper can be published with minor revision:
In figure 2 (c): please reveal the significant differences between groups and explain differences between 
degradation rate in the main text.
The whole paper needs to be double checked versus grammar and vocabulary.

Response: We thank the reviewer for the comment. We add significant differences for degredation rate 
curve (figure 2 (c)). To address this comment, we edited the related paragraph at page 10 as follows:

“(there is significant difference between degradation rate of samples soaked in water and DMEM+FBS).”

Furthermore, we revised the WHOLE manuscript carefully to avoid language errors. In addition, we asked
several colleagues who are skilled authors to check the English. We believe that the language is now 
acceptable.
2. Reviewer:  this manuscript is good and suitable for publication.

 
Response: We thank the reviewer given insight into our work. 
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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	revised	manuscript	is	good	for	publication.	
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.	

12	Dec	2018

19	Dec	2018

19	Dec	2018
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