Suggested changes to original article
Review 1 –

· Mini biographies length, irrelevant to topic, benefit from short list summarising key developments in the introduction – will also allow the reader to understand the structure of what is to come
· Timeline has now been placed directly after the introduction. This summarises key developments as well as relevant nobel prizes. The information provides an overview to developments discussed within the article as well as details on three key pioneers
· Each biography has been reduced to 3 bullet points.
· Too much detail – cut down
· Both the biographies and the section on the actual procedure have been shortened taking the total word count to 2516
· Technical words need defining
· Towards the beginning of the article there is now a box listing relevant key definitions. Terms not included within the box which are in the text have beene expanded upon such as ‘agglutination’
· Title needs to be made more relevant
· Orthotopic liver transplantation in the making -> Orthotopic liver transplantation in the making: key pioneers and events relevant to current practice
· Explain in the introduction why topic is interesting/important
· Within the introduction points relating to this include
· Importance due to current statistics and increasing trend of liver-related deaths
· Organ donor exceeding supply and the subsequent deaths resulting
· The significance of 2013 as a 50 year landmark
· Basic concepts applied to general transplantation medicine
· Current research ideas
· Key developments are noted in the timeline placed straight after the introduction.
· No mention of historical bias, poor recall
· As the information mainly relates to original articles/studies I was unsure what the reviewer was hinting towards. The information is from what was documented at the time not that which has been recalled at a much later date. Although there will have been obvious publication bias and the article will not contain all available evidence I feel due to the suggested cutting down by both reviewers going into detail on possible bias would be inappropriate.
· Throughout the article I have also tried to relate the facts to the problems at the time in more detail whilst keeping the word count to a minimum.
· Timeline needs more clarity in layout and presentation, biographies too detailed
· Putting together the timeline was a lengthy task and with a busy schedule and only a few days to make suggested changes I was unable to modify the timeline figure to what has been suggested. The biographies have been included within the timeline as I believe they are important, are more relevant here, no longer make the article disjointed and have been cut down to relay only key points

Review 2
· Emphasis changing throughout the article, chronological order creates a confusing picture. Relate more to key issues e.g. realising rejection and the mechanism
· The article has now been clearly separated into a section on immunology and one pertaining to technical aspects. Within each section the information remains in chronological order.
· Each section has now been split into sub-sections which try to highlight key issues of the time and try to relate the information within the section towards such issues. 
· The text includes information relating to its relevance e.g. anastomosis of blood vessels important due to complex blood supply of the liver, agglutination and skin graft reactions with failure of transplants.
· Biographies make it disjointed, incorporate better
· The biographies have now been cut down significantly and placed within the figure at the beginning of the article
· Step-by-step process not needed, mention key principles
· Although originally thought to be of interest to readers this section has been cut down significantly. It points out the important principle of hypothermic perfusion and limiting ischaemia time. This also links in to the technical aspect section discussing problems with the procedure. The outcome of the procedure also remains.
· Autografts, allografts, xenografts not explained
· This information has now been inserted into a box at the beginning of the article along with other key terms such as isograft, orthotopic graft and heterotopic graft
· Make use of headings/subheadings
· The article originally made use of broad headings such as “An era of transplant immunology in the mid-20th century”
· With a change in structure there has been much more use of subheadings within the article. Not only to split the article up but also to try to relate information to key issues at the time. Hopefully the subheadings allow the text to flow better and the content now relates better to each subheading.
· Timeline scales different
· [bookmark: _GoBack]When considering the timeline in order for the figure to work there needs to be different timescales. The majority of relevant nobel prizes occur pre-1930, whereas relevant development happen post-1940. The biographies have been linked within the timeline figure. This has also been placed towards the beginning of the article to outline major developments as oppose to placing it at the end as more of a summary.


Although suggested by review 1 that a chronological order as seen in the previous text was appropriate the article has been split into immunological and technical components whilst retaining this chronological order.
