
PEER REVIEW RESPONSE

Tips and examples to help you respond to peer reviewers in a positive, cordial way. Peer review is a very valuable
process, but it can be very frustrating.

This is an accurate summary, and we'd like to amplify the recognition of W as an additional contribution of the
work by reviewer 2. How to respond to reviewers Of course, you do not have to agree with every suggestion
that a reviewer makes, but responding politely will help you when you want to refuse a suggestion or two. If
the reviewers found a flaw, admit the flaw and offer a fix if you can find one. We agree that the table would be
better if it included all hands in the manuscript and have made the following changes. Sometimes you will
need to work to understand a particular critique. Changes: We consulted the nautical glossary compiled by
General Saltydog that was recommended by the assistant editor, Dr Wordsmith, and improved or corrected
every ambiguous or inaccurate term we detected. Comment 2: Table 1 does not contain all the scripts and
hands discussed in the paper, so it seems incomplete. Good luck! Then, spend time incorporating the
reviewer's feedback. Thank them for their positive comments and repeat these positive points before moving
on to your responses to their concerns. I've seen it in [Foo, ]. This document can be helpful to you and your
coauthors as you decide how to formulate a final response document. Indeed, empirical evidence suggests that
papers that have undergone multiple rounds of peer review fare better in terms of citation counts than papers
that are quickly accepted [ 1 ]. To prepare for this meeting, it would be most efficient for each member to take
one of the reviews and identify: The major strengths and weaknesses identified by the reviewer, at the global
level, and the suggested ways to improve them; The major problems 1 or 2 of each section of the paper;
Missing, or unneeded information; and A brief summary of comments on general writing and format issues.
What you should say: Several statements that we made were more ambiguous than intended, and we have
adjusted the text to be clearer. The result can be misunderstandings between the reviewers and the authors and
ultimately, the possible rejection of a high-quality manuscript. We respectfully disagree. Three key documents
are needed for a revised submission: 1 the revised paper, 2 a cover or response letter with a point-by-point
response to all reviewer and editor comments, and 3 a marked i. In nearly every case, the manuscript that
comes out of the review process is improved relative to the original version. Ideally, the reviewing process can
significantly improve your manuscript by allowing you to take into account the advice of multiple experts in
your field. In the end, the author gets the credit for the final product, but reviewers often contribute
substantially to the shaping of the manuscript.


