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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	present	manuscript	is	novel	in	terms	of	the	subject.	
-	Few	corrections	have	been	made	in	the	manuscript.	
To	observe	comments,	you	can	find	them	in	the	attached	file.	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	AE,	
"Significantly	different,	P	<0.05"	is	true.	Please	correct	it	(P	<	0.05).	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	EIC	
The	reviewer(s)	have	recommended	publication,	but	also	suggest	some	minor	revisions	to
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the	manuscript.	Therefore,	I	invite	the	author	to	respond	to	the	reviewer(s)'	comments	and
revise	his	manuscript.	
Kind	regards,	

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	Author,	
Your	article	is	reviewed	by	the	reviewers	carefully.	According	to	their	comments,	this
document	needs	minor	revision.	Please	follow	their	comments	as	requested.	
Thanks.	

24	Apr	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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Replies to all reviewers' comments

Reviewer 1:

1-correction of keywords 

It's done

2- Were specific primers designed? or you use primers of other papers if you use primers of other 

paper, please report their reference .

All primers were designed and synthesized by Sangon Biotech (Shanghai, China)

3- The quantity of forward primer?

It was true

4- Delete sentence "Three rats in each group were used for this analysis" because reported in the 

section "tissue extraction "

It's done

5- What materials were use in lysis buffer buffer? 

1% Triton X-100, 1% SDS, 50 mM Tris-Cl, pH 7.4, 500 mM NaCl and 1 mM EDTA

6-secondary antibodies?

An anti-mouse horse-radish peroxidase conjugated secondary antibody

Reviewer 2:

1-revision of background

It's done and added related articles 

Reviewer 3:

1- Significantly different, P <0.05 is true. Please correct it.( P < 0.05)

It's done
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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:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	AE,	
Thanks	to	the	authors	for	their	attention	to	the	requested	corrections.	
-	In	section	3.5	real	time-PCR,	Concentration	of	forward	and	reverse	prime	must	be
reported,	therefore	they	should	write	1	μl	of	forwarding	primer	(10	pmol	)	and	1	μl	of	reverse
primer	(10	pmol).	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	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.	

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	EIC,	
This	can	be	accepted	after	some	modifications	were	done.	
regards

	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.	

3	May	2019
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18	May	2019
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