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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

This is a very good paper on this hot issue. I have the following comments: 1.The paper 

will benefit from removing the basic facts , such as the last paragraph in introduction 

and the table at the end of the paper.[ the journey of paper ], 2.The authors have 

discussed many important issues m, however the followings are also should be included: 
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1.The editor in chief term of service: some journals have editor in chief for long period of 

time and sometime a person who is more than 80 years old. Although we all respect our 

colleagues and professor but also equally important aging process is affecting the mental 

power /decision and therefore to be fair the editor in chief term should be limited. We 

can't expect progress if the same editor make final decision for last 15 -20 years ! 2.The 

research which is conducted by certain names, institutions, countries will have different 

treatment of the one that is not ! The call for robust criteria to follow in assessing any 

research is mandatory to avoid bias.Such criteria are not difficult to reach and actually 

some journals ask for specific features to look at in any submitted paper. 3. Society 

/association leading force: some of the work did not see the light or considered as the 

enemy to fight because it is challenging the society /association view.As an example 

what happened with Dr Rutledge[ the inventor of MGB operation] in USA. After 21 

years ,the ASMBS just published an opinion about the MGB operation ,there is no 

explanation to that apart from leading force bias. 4.Selection of the editorial board 

members and assignment of the received paper to a specific expert person would help to 

produced and complete unbiased assessment. 5.The reviewers and editorial board 

members are busy professionals, some of the journals abusing their time while making 

money from publishing papers .That is of course affecting the quality of reviewing 

process.If the reviewers and editorial board members feel that they are rewarded fro the 

work and time they are putting in each research paper review, then one would expect a 

high standard review. 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

The editorial written by Neil D. Joshi et al. introduces the peer reviewing process of 

scientific articles and may be helpful for those who try to publish articles in scientific 

journals. I would suggest priority publishing of this editorial. 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

The editorial of Joshi et al. provides a balanced overview of the peer review process and 

discusses different approaches for the improvement of this process. The topic of this 

manuscript is extremely important for the scientific community and I am sure that it will 

attract a broad readership. The manuscript is well written and addresses many different 
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aspects. When read-ing, only the following points came to my mind, which may be 

additionally included by the authors:   1. The authors state that the “entire review 

process can be undermined through authors suggesting a “friendly reviewer”. I fully 

agree. However, it should also be mentioned that potential “friendly reviewers” are 

sometimes exactly the opposite. Even if the reviewers are good friends of the authors 

they may judge a manuscript bad, because the review process is anon-ymous.   2. 

Another potential risk of the peer review process is that renowned scientists accept an 

invitation for review, however, due to other commitments do not perform the review 

themselves but hand it over to their group members (which may not have the full 

expertise and experience). Of course, this is not acceptable and strictly forbidden by the 

journals. Nonetheless, it may happen quite often… 
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