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Three Documents for Replying to Reviewer Comments

1. Reviewer comments from the journal
(via email or a separate file)

2. Author’s reply to these reviewer’s
comments

3. Main manuscript with text changes based
on the reply.

PART 1: Format of the response to reviewers

1.1 Opening paragraph

Dear Reviewers of “Name of Journal”

Thank you for reviewing our manuscript entitled
LI ” for publication in “name of journal.” We
are thankful for pointing out some important
modifications needed in the manuscript. The
suggestions have been very useful for improving
our manuscript. Our reply to the comments is
given point by point in the following pages.

1.2 Copy and paste the comments from the

reviewers into a new document.

You must reply to all comments in the same
sequence.
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1.3a Font for the reply

If there are no format guidelines given, then bold
the reviewer comments and write your reply in the
standard font for English: Times New Roman.

Don't use: 342 &

Font example
RECOMMENDED FORMAT:

Referee #1

Comment 1

Lone electron would emerge in some defected models, eg. the
oxygen vacuum defect. Thus, spin polarization should be
considered in the calculations.

Thank you for your helpful advice. Although we had already
considered spin-polarization in this study, it is not mentioned in the
manuscript. To make it clear, we revised the manuscript as
follows...

1.3b Manuscript font format

3) In the main manuscript itself, however, you
should color the text or use MS Word “track

changes” (4 L& =%) depending on the

journal’s instructions for authors.

Example of a required format:

“In addition, please submit a copy of the revised
manuscript indicated new text using red colored type
(without a change of the font type or underlining).”

1.3c Problem fonts

A) Don’t use BLUE or RED to color the text of the reviewer or
your reply to the reviewer. It is annoying to read and difficult
to read when printed. Also, don’t reformat your reply in a table
or add italics or underlining.

Red text is annoying to read in long blocks of text. It is very hard to
read after more than a line. Red text is very annoying to read in long
blocks of text. It is very hard to read after more than a line. Red text
is very annoying to read in long blocks of text. It is very hard to
read after more than a line. Red text is very annoying to read in long
blocks of text. It is very hard to read after more than a line. Red text
is very annoying to read in long blocks of text. It is very hard to
read after more than a line.
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Effective responses to reviewers from real author cases

Track changes options example

When you select options and change the default
colors, you can then
much more easily see the changes when you
collaborate on documents

1.5 Use line numbers

- Haea | @ Wt | et Turn|_ng on
enumbers -+ Bpagecolor - e om < the “line
! ‘ . numbers”
: (in Word, in
“
B i the “page

1 Papers are accepted for publication in the joural on the und Wwi|| make
2 submitted for publication elsewhere; a statement indicating th .
3 part of the covering letter. Authors must also state that the prc YOUT life
4 suitably constituted Ethics Committee of the institution within easier
4 5 the provisions of the Declaration of Helsinki in 1995 (as rev
6 subjects must include a statement that the subject gave informe
7 Any experiments involving animals must be demonstrated to
8  National Guidelines for animal usage in research.
A

layout” menu)

(Some journals, especially life sciences, require that you use

it in the original manuscript; even if they don't, it will make it
easier for the reviewers).

1.6 Structure of the reply

Ask yourself, “How can | make the job of the
reviewer easier?”

Include the exact text that was revised in your

manuscript in your reply, if less than half a page.

Use indent or italics and quotation marks to
mark it clearly.

Include the page and/or paragraph, or line

number for every reply, so the reviewer can find
it in the main manuscript.

Author’s answer:

Thank you for your helpful suggestion. Although
we had already considered spin-polarization in this
study, it is not mentioned in the manuscript. To
]Enﬁke it clear, we revised the manuscript as
ollows.

Revised text on page 4 paragraph 1:

“All calculations were performed with collinear spin
polarization. s =—__ _ _

(This sentence would then be bolded or colored in

the main manuscript if “track changes” were not
used).

1.7 Common errors in replies to reviewers

Don’t thank them foo much. “Thank you for your
helpful suggestion” after every answer is not
sincere.

Thank them when they make a good point that
improves the paper but not for just a minor
correction.

Thank you for indicating that a period is missing. We
really appreciate the correction.
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Real examplel!

This manuscript is improved, but still has some major
flaws. ... I am still unclear about the practical use of
this system. If I wanted to create this system and use
itto..., would I ...? Would I wait for ...? Is there an
amount of time that should be allowed to ensure that
...7 Is it more important to ... or can you use ... to
reach the same conclusion? What temperature should
...7? Can I use a mixture of ... instead of ...? Why was
it important to show that ...? How does this help me
use the .... on my own? Under what conditions can I
use this ....?

1.8 Machine gun question: reformat it!

* Itis OK to reformat the reviewer questions.

+ Separate the answers out one by one for
easier reading. However, keep the same
comment number but add a letter.

+ Example: 3a, 3b, 3c, etc.

* Remember though that all comments
should be answered.

PART 2: Best practices and strategies

2.1 Mirroring: repeat back the words of the question
in your answer

1. Are the dimensions of this supercell big enough in
order to avoid interactions between the periodic
replicas of the supercell?

A. The dimensions of this supercell are sufficient to
avoid defect-defect interactions because ...

2. Under what conditions do the ...

A. The conditions under which .... are as follows: 1) ....

2.2 Don't just explain, but revise

If the reviewer does not understand something, explain
what the reviewer has not understood and then revise the
main manuscript.

A. Asyou asked a question about this issue, it is predicted that
this ambiguous notification of the spectral weight may
confuse the readers of this manuscript. Therefore, we inserted
additional sentences explaining why the spectral weight of the
unfolded band structure appears as a non-integer as follows...

*** If something is unclear to the reviewers, it will probably
also be confusing to the readers.

2.2a Revise but don't blame!

But don’t emphasize that the reviewer has not understood.
Be positive and use the present tense to indicate where the
information can be found.

X We already mentioned/explained this,
X As we already explained in Section 2.2,
X As was mentioned in the manuscript, ...

O “We agree that this is an important point, and we address it on
page A, paragraph B, line C.”
O “This is a valid point, which is explained on page 4”

122

ChHertlEnetel 2017 % M36t = of=TH 2]

-7t0
&2

= .

=



Effective responses to reviewers from real author ca
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2.3. When to disagree

* Pick your battles!

+ Sometimes the reviewers may not understand
your paper.

* Their request for new experiments/work etc. is

unnecessary or impossible.

If you disagree with the decision of the editor,

you can write a polite rebuttal letter indicating

why you disagree.

Make sure the co-authors all agree to the reply

document in all cases.

2.4 When the reviewer does not understand

+ First, double check with your co-authors and

colleagues whether they agree with your
understanding of the comment.

Restate the points of the reviewer to make sure
you understand and to confirm their point of
view. Then, try to explain it more simply like to
an undergraduate. Don’t assuming that the
reviewer is an expert in your research area.
Finally, use references if possible to support
your point of view.

2.5 A framework for disagreeing with reviewers

1. Start by indicate the points that you agree with.

2. Distinguish between the points you agree
with and those you don't.

3. Indicate your point of view but don't use
personal pronouns to emphasize disagreement
(we, you).

4. Try to find references for support. Consider
using the passive or “IT has been” structures:

Example: However, it has been shown/ argued/

demonstrated/ proven that ... [1]

. [Establish agreement] We agree that .... is not
independent of the effect of ..... This is because ..

. [Distinguish your case] However, researchers

have found that the relationship between A and
B in cases of .... shows greater variability than
the standard case .... Specifically, this occurs
when ....

. [State your position] Therefore, x is

sufficiently independent of .... Hence, the value
of ..... was not changed in this reply.

2.6a. Grammar for agreeing with reviewers

2.6b. Grammar for disagreeing with reviewers

However, in our work/paper/article, Xis

in the case of our paper,

in the method we use, we attempt to ...

X was not included because

the focus in our work is different.

it is not relevant in this work
because X does not .....

X may be caused by / confounded
by/ associated with ...

‘We (definitely) agree that | X is true/ generally true/indeed true in many/most/
normal cases.
It is true/correct that X is an important/critical/ factor in cases where ...
Normally, is not independent of the effect of/
correlates with/ can be confounded by X
The referee is right that _ xis....
to point out
‘We acknowledge that the sample size/response rate/ is limited.
the methodology does not fully account
for X.

it is not necessary to run further tests
because ...

Despite this, we believe that ....
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2.6¢. Don’t use pronouns when disagreeing

2) Avoid use of “you” when disagreeing

+ Use the passive instead

EXAMPLES

* X: The comments were very helpful and we have

changed the text as recommended. However, we
disagree with one of your comments.

* CORRECT: The comments were very helpful, and we
have changed the text as recommended except for page
two paragraph six, which was not changed because ...

2.6d. State your position

As aresult/ X was not changed.
Hence/Therefore, In

consequence,

For these reasons, | further tests were not done.
Following this no additional samples were included.
method,

it was not possible to ...

In light of these
recent studies,

the method used in this paper was
deemed appropriate.

Following the work
of X etal.,

Building on the
findings of X et al.,

2.6e. Agree but suggest future work

» However, we agree that including this variable would
be beneficial in future work.

* We agree that this is an important area that requires
further research.

» However, we agree that further research should
examine this factor.

2.6f. Use references whenever possible

» References help the editor decide between the
reviewer and author when there is disagreement
(Williams, 2004) nhttps://doi.org/10.1016/i.jaad.2004.01.049

Structure:

* This method was used by X.

A similar methodology was used by X.

« Kim et al. also included/did not include X.

* Recent work by Choi et al.,

* According to Park et al.,

 This view is also held by X who concluded that ....

2.7 Make a template for your lab or dept.

» Some journals have a template for the article
format. Your lab should have templates for
documents like cover letters and replying to
reviewer comments.

+ PhD students have great difficulty writing such
documents but are sometimes asked by faculty to
do it without guidance.

PART 3. Common misunderstandings
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Effective responses to reviewers from real author cases

3.1 The reviewers are trying to help you!

+ The reviewer is your (sort of) friend! They are
trying to help you make a better paper.

+ Email the editor for clarification if you don’t
understand a question, according to advice from
a Springer Publishing representative.

+ Don’t wait too long for a reply about your paper.

3.2 The reviewer(s) may not be competent

+ Some reviewers just give poor reviews.

* Don’t assume reviewers are experts in your
exact research area. In addition, they can be
Ph.D. students or post-docs. You may need to
explain some things to them.

+ Don’t be too surprised if they disagree!

All reviews are not equal, so focus on the quality

reviewer that you think the editor will follow.

3.3 How to handle comments about English

» Reviewers who complain about the English often have poor
English!

» “Some linguistic inaccuracies can still be found that a quick
review by a native speaker is still recommended.”

» “The English of this paper needs to be improved. Please have
a native speaker proofreading this paper carefully.”

» Has the article been checked by a native tongue speaker with
expertise in the field? (Elsevier)

« If they mention a few errors. Don't believe the reviewer has
corrected all the English.

» When should you get proofreading?: First submit or second
submit proofreading?

3.3a. Don't trust the reviewers’ English
corrections

Original 4) Page 11, line xx: 'compared to
differences in RT. differences'

Reviewer's revision: “compared to
differences in CD, differences in the ...
characteristics of ... noisesina ...”

My revision: “compared to the differences
in the CD, the differences in the ...
characteristics of the ... noises in the ...”

3.3b. Don't trust reviewers who spend most of
their time on English corrections

» They may be trying to compensate for not
having much to say about the content of
the paper.

3.4. Rejection is normal

* ltis not if, but more likely WHEN your work will
be rejected.

https://www.princeton.edu/~joha/Johannes Haushofer CV of Failures.pdf
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3.5 Journals have hierarchies THAES
Gulf Coast Gulf Coast Gulf Coast Gulf Coast
League East League League League South
Northeast Northwest
+ Understand the hierarchy of journals in your field:
Regional or national journals will sometimes take ~ _E "

articles not acceptable in SCI international
journals

Don't give up, unless there are critical problems
with the methodology! Revise and resubmit to
other journals. Getting a review is a learning
process to make you a better researcher.

» Doing a major revision is better than submitting
to a different journal in the long run (wiliams, 2004).

Fox
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3.6 Managing anger .
il Questions
* | would be happy to answer questions if
heaEpyyoLEpt The ey You you are writing a reply in the future
to send. actually send.

adamturner7 @gmail.com

* | am also looking to get permission to
collect samples for my materials.
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Effective responses to reviewers from real author cases

Appendix
Effective Responses to Reviewers From Real Author Cases

Adam Turner Hanyang University adamturner7(@gmail.com

1. Example from a Real Response to Reviewers

The following excerpts come from a response to reviewers posted on the internet. The research is
about levels of mercury (Hg) exposure through eating various types of fish. The manuscript was
written by research staff from the U.S. FDA (Food and Drug Administration) and EPA (Environmental
Protection Agency). Because this work was done by government staff, the reviewers’ comments and
authors’ responses were made public.

The reviewer suggests that the author use a different method.

Comment: “The model uses a simplified relationship to
estimate mercury blood levels from intake rather than
incorporating a pharmacokinetic model to estimate blood

levels. There is a simple one compartment model that
The authors provides reasonable predictions of mercury blood B_efore i
show their concentrations from acute and chronic intake information disagreeing,
agreement (e.g., Stern, Reg. Tox. Pharmacol. 25: 277-288, 1997 the ?Uthors
with part of Ginsberg and Toal, Risk Anal. 20: 41-47, 2000). This provide a
the pharmacokinetic model has the advantage of employing a [ea_son.
reviewer’s range of parameter inputs that will create a distribution of Given tt]e
comments. blood levels for any intake level that will better represent faCt that
population  variability than  the current  FDA introduces the
approach. That approach does not really take into reason.
unt inter-individual variability in pharmacokinetics.”
Response: The model is simplified relative to the Stern
“Me think this is model in that it assumes steady state ki.netics_. Given the
appropriate” is a fact_ thz_it most toxicological a_nalyses (mclu_dlng the RfD
polite way to derivation) make the assumption that .ch_romc exposure is
disagree. “For the relevant dose metric, we _th?nk this is appropriate .for
current current purposes. Lowever. it is not true that population | The authors
purposes” limits V'dr.l'dblll_lV is not represented — a distribution is employed now defend
the value of the which is _ der_lve_d from_ the Sherlock et al., 1984 the value of
authors’ method study. This dlstpbutlon is sorr_lewhat narrower than ﬂle their method,
to this study, Stem model — this result is attributable to the assun'lptlon citing a paper
implying tha,t the in the_ Stern model that blogd levels are dlrectly that explains
reviewer's proportlgnal to dose and body weight. MM in more detail.
method could assumpnonl causes _th‘c. Stern _model to overestimate
also be useful in pharmacokinetic variability.
other situations.
In the end, the authors disagree with the

reviewer, but provide polite detailed reasons for
their perspective. Beyond defending their own
method, they describe the problems with the
reviewer’s suggested method. This allows the
editor to decide whether the authors’
perspective is worth publishing.
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The reviewer suggests that the authors do additional work.

Comment: “Regarding model limitations, the authors note in their Risk Analysis
paper that spcceics consumption patterns for cach consumer may be morc highly
corrclated than is speeified in the current model.  Some additional exploration
with sensitivity analyses would be useful.”

The authors
agree directly
with the reviewer
when possible.

The authors provide
more specific details of
how they would follow
up on the reviewer’s
suggestion.

Response: In
particular. the 30 day fish consumption frequency data can be used to capture the
variation among individuals of the wvariation in seafood consumption habits. Tt
does appear that some [requent sealood consumers eal one particular species
consistently, while others eat a wide variety. These data may provide a basis for
differentiating, the degree of interindividual vs intraindividual wvariation on a
speeics by spceceics basis. We are working on a model that is more closcly

integrated with the NITANICS surve

But, the authors don’t
agree to do more
work for this
manuscript. They wiill
publish the additional
analysis as a
separate paper.

The reviewer suggests that the authors use a more

complex method that would require substantially more
work.

The authors use the
term “agree” to be
polite, but are
actually disagreeing
with the reviewers
indirectly. The
authors say that
advice to the public

Comment: Two reviewers felt that analyses should consider risk
trade off by considering the omega 3 fatty acid content of fish
1 It was also noted that analyses, and presumably the EPA/
sh advice, should consider PCB contamination of fish.

should include
omega 3 fatty acid
content and PCB
contamination of fish,
but the paper is good
enough without this
information.

R We agree that the ultimate fish advice (and the scientific
basis thereof) should include these factors. This is. however.
bevond the scope of the current analyses.

much

The reviewer suggests that the authors include some
additional statistics.

C t: A scenario should be included that reflects no

The authors
highlight the
fact that they
have included

consumption of albacore [EHX|] (as opposed to no consumption of

W fish.

Response: The current draft of the manuscript for publication
includes a scenario that limits consumption of albacore to 6 oz., but

similar . . ;

i R does not include one with no albacore consumption. We expect that
statistics in ot - - -

. elimination of albacore consumption will have a very minor effect on
their paper.

the blood mercury predictions. \

Next, the authors

be redundant.

argue
including the additional statistics
suggested by the reviewer would

that

Source: US FDA and EPA. An Intervention Analysis of Exposure to Methylmercury for Consumption
of Seafood. To view the entire response to reviewers, scroll down to Part II:

htty

J//www.fda

.gov/ohrms/dockets/ac/03/briefing/4010b1-12-%20EPA. htm.
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