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	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	AE,	
Comments	for	the	authors:	
1.	Reporting	exact	P-value	in	the	text	is	necessary.	
2.	Sample	size	is	not	clear	in	the	abstract.	
3.	Did	you	use	Wilcoxon	test	and	Mann-Whitney	U	test	(abstract)	or	Kruskal-walis	test
(statistical	methods)?	
4.	Appropriate	descriptive	statistics	for	non-parametric	tests	are	median	(IQR).	
5.	Report	findings	quantitatively	using	descriptive	statistics.	
6.	In	Table	1	also	compare	groups	at	each	time.	
7.	Using	the	Kruskal-walis	test	for	within-group	comparisons	is	not	true.	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(0)

30	Jan	2020

2	Mar	2020
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Dear	EIC,	
The	manuscript	is	studied,	and	there	are	some	comments	which	should	be	addressed	by
the	author.	According	to	the	comments,	the	document	needs	major	revision.	
Kind	regards,

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	Author,	
The	reviewers'	comments	are	mentioned.	Please	correct	the	details	as	mentioned	above
carefully	according	to	reviewers'	request.	
Thanks.

2	Mar	2020

Shiraz E-Med J. Open Peer Review; e95198. Page 3 of 6



OPEN	PEER	REVIEW

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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Reply to the comments

1. Reporting exact P-value in the text is necessary. Ok, it is changed.
2. Sample size is not clear in the abstract. 21 rabbits divided to three groups (n=7)
3. Did you use Wilcoxon test and Mann-Withney U test (abstract) or Kruskal-walis 
test (statistical methods)? Kruskal-walis test for comparison of the means between the 
groups and the difference after months in one group was assayed by Friedman test.
4. Appropriate descriptive statistics for non-parametric tests are median (IQR). Ok, it 
is changed.
5. Report findings quantitatively using descriptive statistics. Ok, we reported data in 
Tables by median (IQR). 
6. In Table 1 also compare groups at each time. OK, it is added.
7. Using Kruskal-walis test for within group comparisons is not true. Yes, we was 
assayed by Friedman test.  
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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:	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.

18	Mar	2020
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