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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	manuscript	reviewed.	after	revision	it	could	be	considerable	for	publishing.	
1-	The	other	reasons	for	polyuria	such	as	electrolyte	disturbance	(	hypokalemia,
hypercalcemia,	glycosuria,....	must	be	ruled	out.	
2-	Conclusion	must	be	related	just	own	your	results.	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	EIC,	
The	manuscript	needs	revision.	
Thanks.	

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	Author,	
It	requires	a	revision	as	the	reviewers'	request.	
Thanks.

16	Jun	2017

16	Jun	2017

16	Jun	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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Dear reviewers

Thank you for reading and reviewing our article.

 As you commented we have revised all segments, describe about other causes of diabetes insipidus and 

complete the conclusion.

The article has been edited by kowsar group. The references has been revised.

Despite rarity this topic is so important and interesting and we hope that you accepted it for publishing 

in this valuable journal.

                                                                                                           Regards. Dr Sabzghabaei
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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:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	EIC,	
Now	it	could	be	scheduled	for	publishing.	
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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