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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,	
The	way	of	case	presentation	has	been	weakly	organized.	
Comments	for	the	authors:	
-	Adding	complementary	exams,	like	serologic/immunologic	tests,	pathologic	specimen	…
is	required.	
-	Also	the	results	of	imaging	and	clinical	follow	up	studies	should	be	added.	
-	Interpretation	of	imaging	studies	seems	to	be	poorly	done.	Based	on	the	available	sagittal
images,	the	lesion	appears	T2W	hyperintense	and	T1W	isointense,	containing	centrally
located	severely	hypointense	foci.	
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,	

22	Sep	2019

26	Oct	2019

26	Oct	2019
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	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	authors,	
Your	article	needs	Major	Revision.	
Regards

26	Oct	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 reviewers 

The article was revised according to your valuable stated points:

 Reviewer 1: The way of case presentation has been weakly organized. - Adding 
complementary exams, like serologic/immunologic tests, pathologic specimen … is required. 
Also the results of imaging and clinical follow up studies should be added.

 Serologic and biochemistry tests were skipped because the results were unremarkable and in 
normal range. It was added to case presentation. Also pathologic specimen details and IHC 
results were added too. The patient clinical status after surgery was stated in revision. 

- Interpretation of imaging studies seems to be poorly done. Imaging interpretation was edited
with more details.

 Best regards .

Iran J Radiol. Open Peer Review; e97807. Page 5 of 6



OPEN	PEER	REVIEW

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	

	Hassan	Hashemi:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	EIC,	
This	article	as	a	case	report	is	accepted.	
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	authors,	
Your	article	is	acceptable	for	the	publication	in	IJR.	
Regards

22	Sep	2020

31	Oct	2020

15	Mar	2021

15	Mar	2021
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