
Sample Peer-Review of a Fictitious Manuscript 

 

Reviewer A’s Comments to Authors: 

 

This is a prospective study that analyzed the factors associated with cancer progression after 

EMR of Barrett’s esophagus with high-grade dysplasia.  Eighty patients underwent EMR and 

were followed every 3 months for 1 year, and every 6 months thereafter for 3 years.  Cancer 

progression was detected in 10%. Using multi-variate analysis, the authors noted that the 

presence of nodules on Barrett’s mucosa and length greater than 4.5 cm were associated with 

cancer progression after EMR.   

 

 

Major Comments: 

1. There was informed consent from patients but no IRB



8. Results.



The review is fairly detailed, but the reviewer missed inconsistent data between text and figures, 

which is a minor oversight. 

Substantiation of comments 

The reviewer made comments on the presentation with references. 

Was the review biased? 

No 



Reviewer B’s Comments to Authors: 

 

This manuscript tries to identify clinical and endoscopic features that would help predict cancer 



 

 

Associate Editor’s Critique of Reviewer A 

Ability to identify strengths and weaknesses of the study 

The reviewer raised questions on the validity of the study and was able to detect discrepancies 

between table and text.  However, the reviewer mentioned nothing about the apparent lack of 

IRB approval in the study.  Also, there were important points mixed with nitpicking, diluting the 

impact of the critique.  Pick the big battles.  

 

Constructiveness of comments 

“This study is useless”.  This comment should be deleted.  Instead provide examples of previous 

work and compare the data.  Also, the reviewer should provide specific comments on how to 

improve the abstract. 

Level of detail of the review 

The review is not very detailed.  The critical issues in this paper were not addressed. 

Substantiation of comments 

The reviewer gave no references to support his/her comment. 

Was the review biased? 

No 

 


