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	Heidar	Sharafi:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	EIC,	
I	reviewed	this	case	report	and	found	it	interesting	however	I	feel	authors	need	some
amendments	before	acceptance	of	their	manuscript	for	publication	in	Hepatitis	Monthly.
Please	find	my	comments:	
1.	The	manuscript	needs	to	be	edited	by	a	colleague	who	is	expert	in	academic	writing.	The
current	use	of	many	paragraphs	should	be	revisited.	The	punctuation	needs	revision	and
many	more	should	be	considered	as	writing	a	scientific	article.	
2.	In	discussion,	the	authors	need	to	stress	that	the	COVID-19	was	the	etiology	for	acute
liver	failure	and	how	they	ruled	out	other	causes	of	acute	liver	failure	including	viral	hepatitis
and	non-viral	liver	diseases.	
3.	Authors	should	include	more	about	liver	diseases	in	adults	with	COVID-19.	The	findings
of	other	studies	showing	a	range	of	liver	diseases	from	mild	enzyme	elevation	to	acute	liver
failure	(including	their	percentage).	
Thank	you.

	Seyed	Moayed	Alavian:	EIC	|	Revision	(0)

4	May	2020

5	May	2020
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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.	

Hepat Mon. Open Peer Review; e104415. Page 3 of 9



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 reviewer:

Thank you for reviewing my manuscript and leaving such useful comments.

I have tried my best to revise this manuscript and improve the quality of  it.

Here is what I have done: 

1. The manuscript needs to be edited by a colleague who is expert in academic 
writing. The current use of many paragraphs should be revisited. The 
punctuation needs revision and many more should be considered as writing a
scientific article.

(It is edited by an expert in academic writing )

2. In discussion, authors need to stress that the COVID-19 was the etiology for 
acute liver failure and how they ruled out other causes of acute liver failure 
including viral hepatitis and non-viral liver diseases.

(I have included all the diagnostic tests that we have done)

3. Authors should include more about liver diseases in adults with COVID-19. 
The findings of other studies showing a range of liver diseases from mild 
enzyme elevation to acute liver failure (including their percentage).

(I included more related studies )

Thank you

Best regards.
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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.

	

	Heidar	Sharafi:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	EIC,	
The	manuscript	has	been	improved	however	I	have	few	more	minor	specific	comments	on
the	presentation	of	the	manuscript:	
1.	In	the	title,	"An	11	year-old	boy	..."	instead	of	"A	11	year-old	boy	...".	
2.	All	abbreviations	should	be	included	in	full	in	their	first	use	such	as	ALT,	AST,	AKP	
3.	Figure	1	should	be	referred	in	the	manuscript	body.	
4.	Tables	1	and	2	can	be	merged.	The	reference	intervals	can	be	presented	in	an	additional
column	in	this	new	merged	table.	
5.	punctuation	should	be	revised.	Such	as	"Our	patient	had	a	negative	COVID-19	test
followed	by	a	positive	result",	this	sentence	needs	a	full	stop	at	the	end.	
Regards

	Seyed	Moayed	Alavian:	EIC	|	Revision	(1)

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.	

11	May	2020

15	May	2020
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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 reviewer:

Thank you for reviewing my manuscript and leaving such useful comments.

I have tried my best to revise this manuscript and improve the quality of  it.

Here is what I have done: 

1.In title, "An 11 year-old boy ..." instead of "A 11 year-old boy ...".

DONE
2. All abbreviations should be included in full in their first use such as 
ALT, AST, AKP

DONE

3. Figure 1 should be referred in the manuscript body.
DONE 

4. Tables 1 and 2 can be merged. The reference intervals can be 
presented in additional column in this new merged table.
DONE 

5. punctuation should be revised. Such as "Our patient had a negative 
COVID-19 test followed by a positive result", this sentence needs a full 
stop at the end.

DONE

Thank you

Best regards.
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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.

	

	Heidar	Sharafi:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(2)

Dear	EIC	
Based	on	the	authors'	answers	to	the	reviewers'	comments,	the	reviewer(s)	have
recommended	publication.	
Kind	regards.	

	Seyed	Moayed	Alavian:	EIC	|	Revision	(2)

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

30	May	2020

1	Jun	2020
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