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Manuscript Submission Process

share your work with an article 

all Authors write up manuscript and submit to journal 
(cover letter, main manuscript, Figures, SI, others)

manuscript assessed by the Editor

manuscript sent to Reviewers

review(s) assessed by Editor 

rejected revisions required

production

rejected

accepted

publication

Authors submit 
revised manuscript 

adapted from Wiley



All papers, if scientifically sounding and scholarly 
presented, are worth being published 

(…in the right journal)
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match scope and quality expected for the Journal

My Approach in Reviewing Manuscripts

improve quality of the paper (clarity, presentation, etc.)
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The Editor Perspective: Cover Letter

main context 
for the 

submission

main results and why 
is the submission 

important for the field

interest for Journal 
Readership

manuscript details
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The Reviewer Perspective: Invitation to Review

timeframe 
for review

accept or 
decline to 

review 

• at least 2 Reviewers (depending on journal)
• Blind Review: Authors do not know Reviewer(s) identity (most common, recently option to disclose 

Reviewer(s) identity at the end of the review process)
Double-Blind: both Authors and Rewiewer(s) do not know each other´s identity

is the 
manuscript in 

my field of 
expertise?

conflict of 
interest
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The Reviewer Perspective: What is Expected?

good practice to become familiar what is expected from Reviewer

from MDPI (it might vary with publisher/journal)
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My Reviewing Approach 

Download & print paper

First reading of the paper for a general understanding
• take notes, write comments and questions on the paper
• generally read SI (even if are not to be reviewed)

Second reading & collecting notes on a review file 
• easier understanding the second time
• check for relevant comments
• write notes and comments to a review file

Let it sit for a couple of days (unless it is a clear rejection)

Write the review file
• organize and combine comments, avoid repetition
• make sure my comments are clear for the Authors 

Fill & submit the online review form
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(My) Reviewer Comments

brief summary of 
the main findings

my recommendation

general comments on 
concepts, DOE, results, 
related to the all paper

detailed comments 
on paper

minor comments (i.e. format, spelling, small mistakes, etc.) 

manuscript info
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Reviewer Online Submission (Details)
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See attached file (or you can copy and paste here your comments)

Dear Editor,
I recommend the publication of the manuscript in its present form. Minor revisions (see list) can improve the 
overall quality. 
BR,
Caterina Soldano 
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Authors Perspective: Response to Reviewer 1 & 3

Reviewer 
comment

Authors 
response

Reviewer general 
intro & 

recommendation

Authors response: point-by-
point answer to the 

Reviewer(s)
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Authors Perspective: Response to Reviewer 2 (CS)
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Authors Perspective: Re- Submission

Authors then submit:
• revised manuscript (changes highlighted)
• point-to-point Response to Reviewer(s)
• (optional) updated cover letter (typically this is shorter than the first time) 

• not ALL comments raised by the Reviewer(s) have to be included in the revised version (if relevant 
and appropriate)

• OK not to agree with Reviewer(s) comments, however you HAVE to prove/support your statement
• changes might include format, additional paragraphs, re-wording, new references, etc…. 
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Editor Perspective: Reviewer Comments

Editor will assess:
• Reviewer(s)´ recommendation
• Authors response to Reviewer(s)

→ ACCEPT, REJECT or FURTHER REVISIONS

share your work with an article 

all Authors write up manuscript and submit to journal 
(cover letter, main manuscript, Figures, SI, others)

manuscript assessed by the Editor

manuscript sent to Reviewers

review(s) assessed by Editor 

rejected revisions required

production

rejected

accepted

publication

Authors submit 
revised manuscript 

adapted from Wiley

As Author:
only once I went through two-rounds peer review (as 
corresponding author), typically one round
As Reviewer:
• typically see paper twice (original submission and 

revised manuscript)
• accepted with minor/no revision several papers 
• rejected one paper based on plagiarism (with a very 

“strong” email to the Editor) - I was very surprised!
• rejected three papers based on English issues
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Interesting Reading about Publishing 

J Res Med Sci. 19 (2), 87 (2014)

Publish or perish: Where are we heading? 

7 steps to publishing in a scientific journal (elsevier.com)

https://www.elsevier.com/connect/7-steps-to-publishing-in-a-scientific-journal

