We addressed each reviewer’s concern, with our responses in red.
Title: Electrophysiology of scorpion peg sensilla
URL: http://www.jove.com/index/Details.stp?ID=2642

Summary

Knowlton & Gaffin describe a technique that allows electrophysiological recording from individual, tiny, chemosensory pegs that are arrayed on organs located on the ventral surfaces of scorpions.  What makes the technique worthy of publication is its clever utilization of partitioning with respect to water-soluble and oil-soluble components.

Major Concerns

All that is missing are a few sentences making clear why the technique works.  That is, “that uses nonpolar mineral oil as a medium through which to deliver water-based tastants to individual peg sensilla” in the Long Abstract really isn’t enough.  Perhaps in the Discussion the authors could note that the sensilla are designed primarily to detect water-soluble molecules and that the animal’s cuticle is somewhat hydrophobic — thus their technique would be applicable to any such biological system, and there are many. In the discussion, we added a sentence (elaborating on this) to address the reviewer’s concern. Although our method is very convenient for studying scorpion contact chemosensory structures, we in fact do not argue that it is primarily for sensing water-soluble molecules.
Minor Concerns

Omit the comma in the last line of the Short Abstract. Amended
Omit “Keep in mind:” in the third line of part 1 of the Protocol Text. Amended
In 1.2, make clear whether this is oil-based modeling clay or water-based clay, both of which are “moldable.” Amended
In 1.8, say something brief about the potential for heat damage from the melted wax Amended
In 2.1, omit “So,” in the last sentence. Amended
In 2.2, does the oil submerge the pectin (is that the proper singular for pectines?). Yes, the pecten becomes submerged under oil. We hope our additional clause gets rid of this ambiguity.
Throughout the Protocol Text, the authors move between the second person and the first person, apparently giving instructions (you should) and hints (we usually).  In 2.4 and perhaps elsewhere, the first person seems misplaced. We omitted the first person used in 2.4.
In 3.1, change the first part of the sentence to read something like “If the pectinal responses are to be recorded over an extended time period …” to get away from the awkward “recorded from over …” We inserted “used” in place of “recorded from.”
Omit comma in last sentence of Discussion. Amended
In reference 10, italicize Apis mellifera. Amended
Reviewer 2
Major Concerns

None 

Minor Concerns

One of the two minor suggestions I have for improvement is one or two additional references to potential applications in other arthropod groups. For instance, the insect basiconic sensilla that is common on the mouth parts and tarsi of insects, would appear well-suited for an application of this novel technique. We added an additional reference following the reviewer’s suggestion.
The second small suggestion I have is reference to the fact that many insect chemoreceptors respond to hydrocarbons, as is discussed for instance in a publication by Francesca Dani and others (Chemical Senses 30: 477-489, 2005; doi 10.1093/chemse/bji040). In recognition of this, we do encourage other scientists who might consider using this technique, to test first if mineral oil alone elicits a response from the receptor(s) (please see the discussion). Additionally, we recognize that hydrocarbons as stimulants would not work with this technique.
