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Reviewer should:

. understand the purpose of peer review and the
different types available

. be able to assess whether you would be a suitable
reviewer for manuscripts you are invited to review

. know how to evaluate each section of a

manuscript
)

ﬂ

. know what to include in your report.



The content of the review

The core of any review is an objective assessment of both the
technical rigor and the novelty of the presented work.

Key features of a review include
v an outline of the conceptual advance over previously
published work,
v a specific recommendatior.w, the reasons for that
recommenda_tion,’a’sUm?nar?'_oof-_the specific strengths and
weaknesses ofgthe

§ 3
v Comments on‘th'e.qyality and p@e_gtéjig_n of the figures as
well as the vaIidity@_f}the statistical methods used to
interpret them.

(If necessary, the editors can obtain primary data from the authors for
referees’ use in these more detailed evaluations.)
L. Cell Press Information for Reviewers
2. Nature Ce Guide to referees
3. PLOS BIOLOGY Reviewer Guidelines
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) Springer

Home Subjects Services Products Springer Shop About us

L. Author & reviewer tutorials Overview

How to peer review

Pre-publication peer review has been part of science for a long time.
Philosophical Transactions, the first peer-reviewed journal, published its first
paper in 1665 but peer review may be even older still. There are records of
Who is peer review for? physicians in the Arab world reviewing the effectiveness of each other’s
Accepting an invitation to review treatments as early as the 9th century.

= Overview

Why serve as a peer reviewer?

» Evaluating manuscripts . . . .
Peer review is a critical part of the modern scientific process. For science to progress, research

» After the review methods and findings need to be closely examined and verified, and from them a decision on the
R best direction for future research is made. After a study has gone through peer review and is

» Quiz for publication, scientists and the public can be confident that the study has met certain

» Further information standards, and that the results can be trusted.

After an editor receives a manuscript, their first step is to check that the manuscript meets the
journal’s rules for content and format. If it does, then the editor moves to the next step, which is
peer review. The editor will send the manuscript to two or more experts in the field to get their
opinion. The experts - called peer reviewers — will then prepare a report that assesses the
manuscript, and return it to the editor. After reading the peer reviewer's report, the editor will decide

to do one of three things: reject the ipt, accept the ipt, or ask the authors to revise
and it the ipt after ing to the peer revit 3 If the authors
it the ipt, editors will imes ask the same peer reviewers to look over the

@ Springer springer.com

How to Peer Review: Easy Guide

Why serve as a Peer Reviewer

As well as supporting the advancement of science, and providing guidance on how the
author can improve their paper, there are also some benefits of peer reviewing to you For more information
asaresearcher: check out our tutorial on



Why serve as a Peer Reviewer

As well as supporting the advancement of science, and
providing guidance on how the author can improve their paper,
there are also some benefits of peer reviewing to you as a
researcher:

v" You will get to read some of the latest science in your field
well before it is in the public domain

v" The critical thinking skills needed during peer review will
help you in your own research and writing

v’ Serving as a peer reviewer looks good on your CV as it
shows that your expertise is recognized by other scientists

Title, Abstract and Key Words

Does the title accurately say what the study was
about? If not, can you suggest a different title?

v Does the abstract effectively summarize the
manuscript?

v" Could the abstract be understood by a researcher
outside your specialty?

v Does it include enough information to stand alone?
Does the abstract contain information that is
unnecessary?

v' Is there any information in the abstract that is not
in the main text of the manuscript?

Introduction

While reviewing the Introduction, ask the following questions:

v Does it explain the background well enough that researchers outside
your specialty can understand it?

v Does it accurately describe current knowledge related to the research
question?

v Does the Introduction contain unnecessary information? Can it be
made more concise?

v" Are the reasons for performing the study clear?

v Are the aims of the study clearly defined and consistent with the rest
of the manuscript?

v' Have the authors missed any key references that would be important
for a reader to access? Make suggestions for additional, relevant
references if necessary



Materials and Methods

Remember:

v" It should be clear from the Methods section how all of
the data in the Results section were obtained

v The study system should be clearly described

v In most cases, the experiments should include
appropriate controls or comparators.

v The outcomes of the study should be defined, and the
outcome measures should be objectively validated

v' The methods used to analyze the data must be
statistically sound

Results and Figures

v For figures, check that the plotted parameters are
clearly defined

v Table headings and figure legends should be detailed
enough that readers can understand the data without
reading the main tex

Tip

If you suspect image manipulation or believe it would be beneficial
to see the uncropped and unedited versions of the images inform
the editor in the ‘confidential comments’ to the editors section. They
can then request the original figure files from the authors.

Statistics
Some questions to ask as you review statistical analyses and
results are:

v'Was the sample size appropriate and/or justified? Did the
authors perform a power analysis as part of their study
design?

v Did the data meet the assumptions of the tests used?
v" Are the individual data points statistically independent?

v Have potential sources of bias (e.g. confounding variables)
been considered and accounted for in the analysis?

v' Are p-values reported where appropriate?



Discussion and Conclusion

v" authors should interpret the results, place them in
context of previous findings

v" explain what they mean for future research
v' possible real-life applications.

If the author has not made these points as clear as they
should be, note this in your review.

Writing a reviewer report

Whether you recommend accepting or rejecting the
manuscript, keep in mind that one of your goals is

v' to help the authors improve this and future manuscripts
v' —not to make them give up in despair.

v Avoid overly negative wording or personal comments,
point out the main strengths of the manuscript as well as
its weaknesses, and suggest specific ways to fix the
problems you identify.
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Question 1/8

When peer reviewing, which of the
following features will editors be looking for
you to comment on?

Choose all of the correct answers (multiple possibilities).

Any errors you identify in the study’s method

Questions about the findings and analysis

Sections that need clearer explanations

Comments on the importance and novelty of a manuscript

Question 2/8

Is the following statement true or false? “If
the study uses a technique you have never
used, you should decline to review the
entire manuscript even if you are familiar
with the rest of the manuscript.”

T

|

False

Question 3/8

Select which of these issues are potential
conflicts of interest.

Choose all of the correct answers (multiple possibilities).

The manuscript concerns a controversial questions that you have strong feelings about

You have met one of the authors before

The author is developing a drug that competes with the drug you are working on

You sfrongly dislike one of the authors who was a former teacher




Question 4 /8

Is the following statement true or false? “It
is acceptable to discuss the manuscript
you are reviewing as long as the person

does not tell anyone else.”

Question 5/8

If the language quality of a manuscript is so
poor that it is difficult to understand, what is
the appropriate step to take?

Continue to review as best you can and flag your concems to the editor
Ask that the manuscript be corrected before you review it

Recommend rejection of the manuscript

Question 6 /8

Which of the following are common
problems with methods and statistics?

Choose all of the correct answers (multiple possibilities).

Replication that is absent or inadequate

Confounding

Poor sampling methods

Lack of randomization




Question 7 /8

What is the quality of a review article based
on?

Choose all of the correct answers (multiple possibilities).

The breadth and accuracy of the discussion
A clear methodology section
Whether it indicates the best avenues for future research

Timeliness

Question 8/8

A good reviewer report will do which of the
following?

Choose all of the correct answers (multiple possibilities).

Edit the English if it needs correction
Suggest specific ways to fix the problems identified
Point out the main strengths of the manuscript as well as the weaknesses

Avoid negative wording
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Ten Simple Rules for Reviewers

Philip E. Bourne’, Alon Korngreen

Rule 1: Do Not Accept a Review Assignment unless You Can Accomplish the Task in
the Requested Timeframe—Learn to Say No

Rule 2: Avoid Conflict of Interest

Rule 3: Write Reviews You Would Be Satisfied with as an Author

Rule 4: As a Reviewer You Are Part of the Authoring Process

Rule 5: Be Sure to Enjoy and to Learn from the Reviewing Process

Rule 6: Develop a Method of Reviewing That Works for You

Rule 7: Spend Your Precious Time on Papers Worthy of a Good Review

Rule 8: Maintain the Anonymity of the Review Process if the Journal Requires It
Rule 9: Write Clearly, Succinctly, and in a Neutral Tone, but Be Decisive

Rule 10: Make Use of the ‘ ‘Comments to Editors’’



