Dear Dr. Mikhail Sinelnikov,

I hope this message finds you well. I am writing regarding the review received from Reviewer 6 for my manuscript entitled.
While I deeply respect the peer-review process and value constructive criticism, I would like to bring to your attention that Reviewer 6’s report appears to have been generated without a thorough reading of the manuscript. The comments provided are highly generic, repetitive, and in several cases inaccurate—for example, the reviewer repeatedly requests the addition of information (study design, patient demographics, statistical tests, use of HHS, tables with p-values, and limitations) that are already clearly included in the submitted version.
The phrasing and structure of the comments are strikingly similar to those produced by automated or AI-generated review templates, with generalized criticisms such as “the discussion is superficial,” “major revision not sufficient, complete rewrite needed,” and “the introduction fails to justify the study.” These statements do not engage with the actual content, methodology, or numerical results presented. In addition, none of the other reviewers mentioned any of these as issues.
As both an author and a fellow editor for the journal, I fully recognize the importance of maintaining the integrity and credibility of the peer-review process. My concern is that this particular review does not meet the journal’s standards for scientific evaluation and may unfairly bias the editorial decision-making process.
I kindly request that the editorial office reassess the validity of Reviewer 6’s comments, and if appropriate consider excluding this review from the final decision and exclude him/her from our reviewer’s database.
Thank you very much for your time and consideration. I remain fully committed to revising the manuscript in response to substantive and scientifically grounded feedback, and I trust in the journal’s commitment to rigorous and transparent peer review.
Best regards, 
Mohammad Daher
