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Manuscript Development 
Section Comments 

Title The title provides a complete explanation of the content of the 

document. 

Interpretation At the start it should be made clear that day number one 

‘corresponds to 0 to 0.99 days from the start of the  LMP’ 

 

Spelling and grammar need to be checked. 

 

Derivation (and 

interpretation of source 

data) 

Most of the data shown are derived from the values provided by 

Stricker et al. in their 2006 paper, as explained in the introductory 

sentence. Only the abstract of this paper is freely available online, 

although the original excel data files can also be accessed.  

 

It is a little bit confusing because the timing of the cycles shown is 

not the same, for example in these graphs, estradiol peaks at day 14, 

and LH peaks at day 15, while in the Stricker data estradiol peaks at 

day 15 and LH peaks at day 16. It is not initially clear why these 

appear to be different, or whether Stricker at al. use a different 

dating method. Stricker at al. synchronized hormone levels to the 

LH peak, giving a different dating system. These differences are 

explained in the section ‘beginning of menstrual cycle’ but the 

explanation should be given earlier to avoid confusion and also the 

reason for the difference should be explained better. 

 

The paper by Pauerstein was published in 1978 and as such the full 

text is not available online, although the abstract is. The author 

refers to the ranges given in the abstract and uses these to derive the 

average interval of ovulation. The data shown in the graphs 

accurately represent these values. I wonder whether there is 

anything else of relevance in Pauerstein’s paper as I get the 

impression that the author has not read the main text (as I have not) 

due to its lack of easy availability. 

 

Ovulation variability, as described by Fehring et al. and by 

Geirsson, is accurately shown on the graphs. 

 

Average cycle length is given in the abstract by Chiazze et al. as 

28.1 days for those with cycle lengths between 15 and 45 days. 

However the author here has included women with any cycle 

length, which gives an average of 29.1 days. 

 

Correspondence of hormone levels with biological stage is 

explained, and the data from the different studies are drawn 



together.  

 

Overall text The text is written in rather an odd style, not quite an academic 

style as some of the wording seems to be simplified, presumably in 

order to make the content more accessible to the general reader. 

However some rather complex terminology remains, giving the text 

rather a mixed-up feel as though the author is unsure of the 

intended audience. 

 

There are also some obvious spelling mistakes which need to be 

corrected, as well as grammatical errors. 

Diagrams These are the key part of this document. They are nicely presented 

and although at first they appear rather complicated, the different 

areas are explained clearly, on the whole, and the colors are used to 

good effect to aid interpretation. 

 

There are no legends as everything is indicated within the 

appropriate diagram. 

 

It is useful to have the estradiol and progesterone axes labeled in 

both pmol/mL or nmol/mL and pg and ng. 

 

One point in need of clarification is whether the ‘average’ indicates 

the mean (as I assume it does) rather than the median or mode. This 

should be made clear. 

Contribution to the field There appears to be a lack of reliable, comprehensive, and easily-

interpreted data in this area so as such this summary should be 

useful in many areas which require knowledge of expected data 

ranges and possible variability. 

Authorship No conflicts of interest have been declared, and a statement to this 

effect is included. 

 

 

 

Quality of Research 
Rating Excellent Good Fair Poor Comments 

Originality of research   X       

Significance to field  X    

Contribution to 

existing knowledge  

  X       

Soundness of study 

design 

   X     

Sufficiency of data 

analysis 

    X     



Overall Rating  X    

 
Quality of Article 
Rating Excellent Good Fair Poor Comments 

Clarity of presentation    X      

Organization and 

Structure 
 X    

Evidence supports 

conclusion 

  X       

Adequacy of literature 

review 
    X     

Overall Rating  X    

 
 



  
Next Steps 
List the three most important improvements that the author needs to make. Make sure that 

you have suggested constructive solutions to these problems. 

1. Language improvements; currently there are several spelling mistakes, and wording 

could be improved as the word choice is a little odd in some places. I suggest a check by 

a good language editor. 

2. Ensure that the entire text of reference papers have been reviewed, not just the abstracts. 

3. Explain differences in cycle day labels at the start. 

 

List the three most important strengths of this paper which the author should not lose in 

the process of revision. 

1. As far as I have been able to ascertain, there appears to be very little similar work in the 

literature and as such this summary of the current state of knowledge will be a useful 

reference point. 

2. The diagrams are nice and clear and easy to interpret although they contain a lot of 

different data. 

3. The presentation of the data makes it more easily accessible to a wider readership. 
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