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1. To better understand how the peer-review system works for 
academic journals.

2. To learn strategies for responding to peer reviewers that will 
help you get published.











Calcagno, V. et al. Science 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1227833 (2012).





Don’t get discouraged



Deep down, academics want the 
same thing as everyone else: 
acceptance, with minor revisions.





Be organized





Give a complete answer



Reviewer #1:
1) Throughout the manuscript please replace "methylation" 
with "DNA methylation" throughout to be more precise.

We replaced “methylation” with “DNA methylation” or 
“DNAm” throughout the manuscript.



Make it easy for reviewers to 
understand what you did & 
find changes



3) On page 4, the authors state "Furthermore, 
factors that influence the methylation of specific
genes may be more informative than measures of 
global methylation." Why is this more informative? 
Please clarify.

“Gene-specific DNA methylation studies may be 
more informative than studies of global DNA 
methylation, since gene-specific studies have 
the potential to identify specific biological 
pathways influenced by life course SES.”   

We added the following text on p. 4 to clarify why 
gene-specific studies may be more informative 
than studies of global DNA methylation:



Request clarification 
rather than trying to guess



Please fit random intercept, random slope (random 
coefficient) multi-level models to describe the association 
between DNA methylation and life-course SES.

We’d like to request clarification from Reviewer 2 regarding 
the request to fit random intercept, random slope models.  
We think the reviewer may be suggesting that we add a 
random slope for site type to allow the correlation 
structure to differ across site types (i.e., promoter sites and 
shore/shelf sites), but it is also possible that the reviewer is 
asking us to add a random slope for SES. 



It’s okay to disagree with a 
reviewer, but carefully craft 
your response





We agree with Reviewer 2 regarding the importance of data 
preprocessing for ensuring the integrity of microarray data.  
However, we strongly disagree with the assertion that the 
quality control/preprocessing practices for DNA methylation 
that were implemented in the current study compromise the 
internal and external validity of downstream analyses and 
constitute “cherry picking at the genome-wide level.”  These 
practices have been used in numerous population-based 
epigenetic studies, including the Multi-Ethnic Study of 
Atherosclerosis (Liu et al. 2013 in Human Molecular Genetics), 
the Atherosclerosis Risk in Communities (ARIC) study 
(Demearath et al. 2015 in Human Molecular Genetics), and 
others (see Mariono et al. 2015 in Genome Biology).  
Furthermore, our QC/preprocessing procedures are consistent 
with recommendations made by chip manufacturers (such as 
Illumina) and field standards.  
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Additional Tips
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