
Response to reviewer’s comment 

 

No Reviewer’s comments Author’s response  

1 The research title is too long. 

This long title does not reflect 

on the central topic of this 

paper. 

The title has been changed.   

2 The author overstated his 

research contribution. This 

study is a simple questionnaire 

study, not a new model. I do 

not agree that the author have 

built up a proposed advisory 

model. Another problem is the 

author's results.  

 

The author claimed" The 

findings presented in this study 

clearly indicate that fish 

consumers in the Laguna lake 

area recognize the importance 

of consuming fish but have 

concerns about the risks of 

consuming fish. However, very 

limited information is available 

about the risks and benefits of 

fish consumption in the 

region." I think these results 

are common knowledge. 

Is a questionnaire study considered simple study?  

In this study, the knowledge and perceptions of 

consumers of fish in the Laguna lake area of the 

Philippines were examined to understand people’s 

willingness to adopt fish consumption advice. 

Besides that, we have included several statistical 

analysis to explore Community willingness to adopt 

consumption advice and Seasonal variation of heavy 

metal contamination. Not only that, we have calculated 

health risk benefit and consumption limits. 

Additionally, a Vulnerability map has been produced 

using GIS.  

How can this research be considered a simple 

questionnaire study?  

 

In our extensive literature survey, we found 

extremely limited research (almost no studies) on 

the fish consumption advise for developing world. 

The consumption advice produced in this study can 

be considered as a pioneer initiative in the region 

that can be used as the basis for further 

development of consumption advice, which has 

been clearly mentioned in the manuscript.  

 

The contamination levels in fish species have been 

considered for calculating safe consumption level 

and it is also mentioned clearly that “An advisory 

table was produced following the style of the 

Maryland Fish Consumption Advisories (MDE 

2020).”   

I am not so sure why the reviewers could not 

find any proposed model.  

 

“The author claimed" The findings presented in 

this study clearly indicate that fish consumers in 

the Laguna lake area recognize the importance of 

consuming fish but have concerns about the risks 

of consuming fish. However, very limited 

information is available about the risks and benefits 

of fish consumption in the region." I think these 

results are common knowledge.”….. Does the 

reviewer have any evidence about this 



comment? The purpose of research is to prove a 

perception (hypothesis) and here the 

contribution of social science research comes in.  

 

3 The author claimed that "This 

empirical study can serve as a 

model for future development 

of fish consumption advice in 

the region". However, the 

author's research contribution 

is very limited. The author only 

studies whether consumers will 

follow the government's 

research suggestions. However, 

the willingness of local 

consumers can not affect other 

regions, or the guideline itself.  

 

We have more advanced 

research methods such as 

Choice modelling that can do 

much better than this study. 

This article is based on a case study. The general 

purpose of a case study is to: describe an individual 

situation (case), identify the key issues of the case, 

analyse the case using relevant theoretical concepts 

and recommend a course of action for that 

particular case. The case studies always serve as an 

example of future studies. And in our study we 

have mentioned that, "This empirical study can 

serve as a model for future development of fish 

consumption advice in the region". For your 

information, this is not a policy paper to 

government. Our effort was to understand the 

consumer’s perception and propose baseline ideas.  

 

We do agree that there are many more advanced 

research methods. However, the purpose of this 

study was not to compare methods. Please look at 

the aim and objectives stated in this article and 

make your comments based on that.  

  

4 Chapter 3 Results is confusing. 

When the author discusses his 

numbers, he doesn't tell us in 

which table this number is. 

Not all the numbers we discussed are given in the 

tables! We have clearly mentioned if it is belonging 

to any tables.  

5 Chapter 2 is too short and the 

author forget to mention the 

meaning of control variables 1-

5. 

Is there any specific size guideline that we need to 

follow for each chapter? Sorry I could not find the 

authors guideline. 

  

However, the constructive comments should be 

made based on the content of chapter, not based on 

the size/length.  

 

The meaning of control variables 1-5, have been 

clearly mentioned. Please have a look at the lines 

139-159.  

 

 

 

6 This article does not have a 

literature review chapter. I do 

not understand why this author 

forget it.  

 

This article is more like a lab 

report. 

I am not only surprized to see this comment. Is it 

really required to include a literature review section 

in the research article?? We have few article 

published in in Springer in the current year where 

we did not include the “literature review” as a 

chapter at all.  

 

 



“This article is more like a lab report”….. 

Are you sure about this comment what you tried to 

mention? Lab reports are written to describe 

analyse of a laboratory experiment that explores a 

scientific concept. We did not even include single 

line in manuscript that the study has been 

conducted in the laboratory. This research is a 

combination of social science and science where 

the scientific data has been collected from 

secondary source. Please don’t comment 

anything without any valid reason.  

 

7  The sample size is only 100 

and too small. I reckon we 

need at least 200. 

May I know based on what you said that we need 

at least 200 sample size??  

For your information, we have used authentic 

method to calculate the sample size. The 

description and equation have been included (Lines 

102 to 115) 

8  The English writing is a big 

problem. If the author can not 

write proper academic English, 

I do not think we can publish 

it. For example, in Page 6 the 

author claimed "However, 

about 26% of participants had 

an education below secondary 

level." 

This manuscript has undergone English language 

editing by native English speaking editors. Please 

find the attached certificate!  

Yes, I agree that there might be errors and there is 

always way of improvement. We have sent the 

manuscript for further checking considering the 

reviewer’s comment and the manuscript has been 

modified by them.  

 

I am providing the comments from English editor 

regarding the highlighted sentence “However, 

about 26% of participants had an education 

below secondary level." 

 
Please also note that the sentence mentioned in 
the comment you included in your 
email, "However, about 26% of participants had an 
education below secondary level", is not 
grammatically correct. I am not sure why the 
reviewers flagged this sentence, but it may be 
because "secondary level" is not recognised in 
their country of original as an education level. If 
this is the case, you could correct this to "below 
high school level", but this would not be an 
essential change as it is not incorrect.  

 

 


