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	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	AE,	
Thanks	for	sending	us	the	article	and	giving	us	the	chance	to	consider	this	work.
Unfortunately,	I	should	inform	the	authors	due	to	poor	language	and	in	some	parts	poor
structure	this	work	is	not	good	enough	for	publication.	
best	regards

	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	AE,	
Thanks	for	submitting	the	nice	manuscript	with	the	title:	Effectiveness	of	Mindfulness-
Based	Cognitive	Therapy	in	Sleep	Quality	and	Perceived	Social	Support	Improvement	of
HIV/AIDS	Patients	from	Ahvaz.	I	think	this	study	is	important	to	research	in	the	mental
illness	status	but	needs	some	revision	before	publication.	
-	In	the	abstract,	you	should	explain	more	about	background	and	conclusion.	
-	In	the	introduction,	you	should	explain	about	research	gap	and	problem	clearly.	
-	In	the	method,	in	the	first	sentence	you	wrote	semi-experimental	study	but	next	sentence
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you	told	analytical	study!!!!!.	you	should	explain	bout	ethical	consideration	and	ethical	code.
you	should	explain	more	clearly	in	sampling	method.	inclusion	and	exclusion	criteria.	you
should	from	international	semi-experimental	guidelines	to	present	your	study	more	clearly.	
Is	there	any	novelty	in	your	study?	Please	describe	it	in	the	discussion.	Please	mention	the
limitation	and	strong	points	of	your	study.	Is	there	any	novelty	in	your	study?	Please
describe	it	in	the	discussion.	
-	There	are	some	spelling	and	grammatical	errors	in	the	text.	Please	correct	them.	
Truly	yours.

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	EIC,	
Thanks	for	submitting	this	manuscript	in	JJCDC.	This	study	is	interesting	in	the	chronic
illness	field.	Based	on	our	reviewers'	comments	the	article	needs	some	revisions	in	all	parts
of	it.	I	give	the	authors	a	chance	to	revise	their	manuscript	and	resubmit.	
With	regards.	

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	Author,	
Thank	you	for	submitting	your	manuscript	in	JJCDC.	This	study	is	interesting	in	the	chronic
illness	field.	Based	on	our	reviewers'	comments	your	article	needs	some	revisions	in	all
parts	of	it.	I	give	you	a	chance	to	revise	your	manuscript	and	resubmit.	
With	regards.
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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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Q: [In the introduction, you should explain about research gap and problem clearly] 
R: [Corrected]

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Q: [In the abstract, you should explain more about background and conclusion] 
R: [Corrected]

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Q: [In the method, in the first sentence you wrote semi experimental study but next 
sentence you told analytical study] 
R: [Corrected]

Q: [you should explain bout ethical consideration and ethical code] 
R: [Corrected]

Q: [you should explain more clearly in sampling method] 
R: [Corrected]

Q: [inclusion and exclusion criteria] 
R: [Corrected]

Q: [you should from international semi experimental guidlines for present your study 
more clearly.
Is there any novelty in your study] 
R: [Corrected]

Q: [Please mention the limitation and strong points of your study. Is there any novelty in 
your study? Please describe it in the discussion] 
R: [Corrected]

Q: [There are some spelling and grammatical errors in the text. Please correct them] 
R: [Corrected]
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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:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	EIC,	
The	authors	should	revise	their	manuscript	based	on	my	comments.	
Thanks

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	author,	
There	are	some	comments.	attached	file	that	should	be	corrected	and	submit	again.	
Thanks
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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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Q: [In the introduction, you should explain about research gap and problem clearly] 
R: [Corrected]

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Q: [In the abstract, you should explain more about background and conclusion] 
R: [Corrected]

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Q: [In the method, in the first sentence you wrote semi experimental study but next 
sentence you told analytical study] 
R: [Corrected]

Q: [you should explain bout ethical consideration and ethical code] 
R: [Corrected]

Q: [you should explain more clearly in sampling method] 
R: [Corrected]

Q: [inclusion and exclusion criteria] 
R: [Corrected]

Q: [you should from international semi experimental guidlines for present your study 
more clearly.
Is there any novelty in your study] 
R: [Corrected]

Q: [Please mention the limitation and strong points of your study. Is there any novelty in 
your study? Please describe it in the discussion] 
R: [Corrected]

Q: [There are some spelling and grammatical errors in the text. Please correct them] 
R: [Corrected]
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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:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(2)

Dear	AE,	
This	manuscript	in	current	version	is	acceptable	but	should	write	Ethical	code	and	IRCT
number	at	the	end	of	article	
thanks

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(2)

Dear	EIC,	
All	comments	have	made	but	the	authors	should	write	ethical	code	and	IRCT	in	their
manuscript.	
Thanks

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(2)

Dear	Author,	
All	comments	have	made.	This	manuscript	in	the	current	format	is	acceptable.	Based	on
reviewer	comments,	you	should	write	IRCT	number	in	the	end	of	your	manuscript	in	the
proof	stage.	
Thank	you	very	much.
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