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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,	
Please	note	the	following	comments:	
1-	Please	include	the	method	of	prevalence	determination	in	the	abstract.	
2-	Please	mention	the	time	of	the	study.	
Thanks.	

	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	AE,	
The	manuscript	is	well	written,	has	an	important	scientific	message,	and	should	be	of	great
interest	to	the	readers.	However,	
1.	Please	mention	the	time	of	study	and	type	of	study	in	the	method	section.	
2.	The	results	are	not	well	presented	and	the	statistical	analysis	section	is	unclear.	
3.	Please	update	references.	

25	Apr	2018

21	May	2018
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4.	Was	it	not	necessary	to	determine	the	microbial	susceptibility	of	the	strains	studied?	
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	major	revision.	
Kind	regards,	

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(0)

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

27	May	2018

27	May	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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Dear editor,

We would like to thank you and the reviewers for the evaluation of our manuscript and the
valuable comments. Indeed, the requested changes will tremendously improve the paper. 

Please note that we have now made all the requested changes. Point by point responses have
been provided for every comment of each reviewer and the final version of all changes have been
highlighted in yellow and can be easily tracked in the manuscript. We wish that the revisions
meet the high standards of the journal. 

Please find the point-by-point rebuttal below:

Reviewers' Comments:

Reviewer 1:
Dear Author,
The manuscript is well written, has the important scientific message, and should be of great 
interest to the readers. However, 
1. Please mention the time of study and type of study in the method section. 

We would like to thank the respected reviewer for his/her valuable comment. . we changed the 
study and type.
2. The results are not well presented and statistical analysis section is unclear.

The result was revised
3. Please update references.

The ref. was updated
4. Was it not necessary to determine the microbial susceptibility on the strains studied?

Because the difficult challenges regarding to culture these microbes we couldn’t  determine 
the microbial susceptibility

Reviewer 2:
Please note the following comments:
1- Please include the method of prevalence determination in the abstract

The method of prevalence determination was added to abstract.
2- Please mention the time of the study.

The time was mentioned
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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.

	

	Masoud	Mardani:	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	Mar	2020
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