
 

 

Dear Anassastasia,  
 
Thank you for your message, although I found its tone a bit surprising especially 
given that there is an editor-in-chief in your team of co-authors. 
 
I reviewed the editorial process that your manuscript went through and I concur with 
the editor's decision.  Your initial submission (2010GL043834), was rated 1A by 
reviewer #1 and 4A by reviewer #2. Because of Reviewer #1's evaluation, the editor's 
decision was to ask you to revise the submission in accordance with Reviewer #2's 
comments. Reviewer #2 was unfortunately unwilling to re-review your paper, so the 
editor asked a third reviewer, who wrote that "this paper is demonstrably false and 
must be rejected", then described its problems in a detailed two-page review. The 
editor reviewed this new evaluation and agreed with it. As a result, your paper was 
rejected. I see nothing wrong with this process, which is consistent with that used in 
all high-quality scientific journals. GRL editors make a specific effort to find the best 
possible reviewers, with the strongest expertise in the fields covered by 
manuscripts. The editor has all latitude to make his/her decision based on his own 
reading of a manuscript -- of course, editors' decisions are usually strongly guided by 
all the reviews they obtain, as I am sure you understand since this forms the core of 
the peer-review process. 
 
I am sorry that you are disturbed and worried that your paper was rejected. You may 
disagree with the reviews, but there is unfortunately not much I can do about this. 
Your email challenges the editorial process rather than the contents of the reviews. 
Again, after thorough review of that process, I could not detect any flaw. 
 
Thank you again for your interest in GRL. If you are interested in pursuing this issue 
further, please contact the AGU publication committee directly. 
 
Regards, 
Eric 
 


