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	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	AE,	
The	manuscript	reviewed.	there	are	some	problems	in	article	a	few	of	them	would	be
mentioned	as	following:	
1-	The	authors	mentioned	"Data	were	collected	in	by	a	questionnaire	and	checklist	that
consists	of	two	parts:	The	first	partincludes	demographic	information	and	information	about
the	history	of	hemodialysis	such	as	age,	sex,	marital	status,	education	level,	occupation,
smoking	and	medical	history	current,	because	
hemodialysis,	treatment	with	hemodialysis,	duration	of	fistula	and	aneurysm	in	the	artery."
but	there	aren't	any	information	about	these	data.	
2-	The	results	section	is	not	attractive	for	publishing.	the	main	results	must	be	bolded	in
this	section.	
3-	Conclusion	must	be	depended	on	just	your	results.	
so,	the	manuscript	needs	a	major	revision.	
Thanks.	

11	Aug	2017

11	Aug	2017
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	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	EIC,	
The	manuscript	needs	a	revision.	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	Author,	
It	requires	a	major	revision	as	reviewer's	comments.	
Thanks.

11	Aug	2017

12	Aug	2017
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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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In the name of God

According to the reviwer comments :

1- Demographic information was mentioned in the article(table1).
2- The results were clearly expressed(table 2).
3- The article's discussion section was corrected.
4- The article's references  was 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:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	EIC,	
Now	it	might	be	acceptable.	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	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.	

10	Oct	2017

12	Oct	2017
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