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Two of the reviewers comment on the fact that a review in ACPD differs from a classical
review in that one often has access to the comments of another referee.

In my opinion, this can have several impacts:

1) An uncertain (or lazy) reviewer might be biased by what has already been posted.
That of course is not desirable and can be avoided by just not reading the comments
before writing the review
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2) On the other hand, reading a comment can also be helpful to better understand
a critical point in a paper which should lead to a better review. At the same time,
reviewers are not always correct, and a second reviewer might disagree with an already
published statement which would then start a discussion. As pointed out by Christian,
this is still not happening enough on the ACPD web pages.

3) Reading previous reviews can also help to avoid unnecessary duplication of more
technical comments.

On balance, | think that the current situation has more advantages than disadvantages,
in particular if those reviewers who don’t want to be biased by earlier comments just
don’t open them.

Waiting for the last review to come in would further slow down the whole process of
review and discussion, and in my opinion should be avoided.
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