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Revision	(0)

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,	
Thanks	for	this	valuable	study	
The	title	has	two	parts.	My	opinion	is	the	these	two	parts	are	inappropriate.	Please	the
authors	clarify	and	correct	it.	
-	The	KEYWORDS	not	selected	from	MESH.	
-	Speak	about	novelty.	
-	Clarify	participants.	
-	Please	arrange	and	short	tables.	
-	Inclusion	and	exclusion	criteria	are	incomplete.	
-	Explain	Ethical	Considerations.	
-	It	is	no	Proper	English	Grammar	and	Writing.	
-	Discussion	is	poor.	
Thanks.	

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	EIC,	
I	agree	with	the	reviewer	and	the	article	needs	major	revision.	

23	May	2019

3	Jun	2019
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Regard	

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	Author,	
Your	article	is	acceptable	after	revision.	
regards,

3	Jun	2019
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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,

The manuscript is revised and highlighted according to reviewer’s comments: 

The title has two parts. My opinion is these two parts are inappropriate. Please clarify 
and correct it: the title is revised and clarified.
The KEYWORDS not selected form MESH: the keywords changed and they are 
selected from MESH.
Speak about novelty: novelty is added to the end of the introduction.
Clarify participants: participants are added and explained in the method.
Please arrange and short tables: tables are rearranged and have become shorter.
Inclusion and exclusion criteria are incomplete: Inclusion and exclusion criteria are 
clarified.
Explain Ethical Considerations: Ethical Considerations are explained in the method.
It is no Proper English Grammar and Writing: English Grammar and Writing is edited by
experts.
Discussion is poor: discussion is revised.
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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,	
Thanks	to	the	authors	for	this	valuable	study.	
The	manuscript	has	revised	as	reviewers'	comments.	
But,	there	are	some	problems,	yet.	
-	The	keywords	are	as	MeSH	system,	yet.	
-	The	grammatical	errors	are	noticeable,	yet.	
Regards

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	EIC,	
The	author	should	follow	the	suggestions	of	the	reviewer.	The	article	is	good	but	needs
some	corrections.	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	Author,	
Please	add	the	ethical	code	in	the	method,	add	the	limitation	at	the	end	of	the	article,	revise
the	grammatical	errors,	recheck	the	numbers	in	the	text	and	tables.	
regards,

11	Sep	2019

14	Sep	2019

21	Sep	2019
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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 Editor,

Thank you for your valuable comments. The manuscript is revised according to the reviewer 
comments as follows:

The keywords are as MeSH system, yet.  The keywords is checked by MeSH system.
The grammatical errors are noticeable, yet. The English language of the manuscript is revised.

add the ethical code in method. The ethical code is added.
add the limitation the end of article. The limitation is added.
recheck the numbers in the text and tables. The numbers in the text and tables are rechecked.

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.

	

	REFEREE:	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.	

21	Oct	2019
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