
PEER REVIEW PROCESS AND REVIEWER GUIDELINES

1. PURPOSE OF PEER REVIEW
The peer review process ensures the quality, integrity, and scientific validity of manuscripts submitted to the journal. Reviewers provide objective, constructive, and timely evaluations to assist editors in making publication decisions and to help authors improve their work.

2. TYPE OF PEER REVIEW
☐ Single-blind (reviewers know author identity; authors do not know reviewers)
☐ Double-blind (reviewers and authors remain anonymous)
☐ Open review (identities disclosed, where applicable)
All participants must maintain strict confidentiality regardless of review model.

3. REVIEWER RESPONSIBILITIES
Reviewers are expected to:
· Provide an unbiased, evidence-based assessment.
· Evaluate scientific merit, originality, clarity, and relevance.
· Maintain confidentiality of manuscript content.
· Declare conflicts of interest before accepting review.
· Submit reviews within the specified timeline.
· Offer constructive feedback aimed at improving the manuscript.
· Avoid personal criticism of the authors.

4. CONFIDENTIALITY REQUIREMENTS
Manuscripts under review are confidential documents.
Reviewers must NOT:
· Share the manuscript with others without editorial permission.
· Use unpublished data for personal research.
· Contact authors directly.
· Retain manuscript copies after completing the review.


5. CONFLICT OF INTEREST POLICY
Reviewers must decline the invitation if they:
· Have collaborated with the authors recently.
· Work at the same institution as the authors.
· Have financial, academic, or personal relationships that may bias judgment.
· Are involved in competing research.
All potential conflicts must be disclosed to the editor.

6. ETHICAL EXPECTATIONS
Reviewers should identify potential ethical concerns, including:
☐ Plagiarism or duplicate publication
☐ Data fabrication or falsification
☐ Unethical human/animal research practices
☐ Lack of ethical approval statements
☐ Improper image manipulation
☐ Undisclosed conflicts of interest
Suspected misconduct should be reported confidentially to the editor.

7. REVIEW EVALUATION CRITERIA
Reviewers should assess manuscripts using the following criteria:
7.1 Originality and Novelty
· Does the manuscript add new knowledge?
· Is it sufficiently innovative?
7.2 Scientific Rigor
· Are methods appropriate and well described?
· Is the study design sound?
· Are analyses statistically valid?
7.3 Clarity and Organization
· Is the manuscript logically structured?
· Is language clear and precise?
· Are figures and tables informative?
7.4 Relevance to Journal Scope
· Does the topic align with journal aims?
· Is it of interest to the target audience?
7.5 Interpretation and Conclusions
· Are conclusions supported by data?
· Are limitations acknowledged?
7.6 Literature Integration
· Are references current and relevant?
· Is prior work properly cited?

8. REVIEWER REPORT STRUCTURE
Reviewers should structure comments into two sections:
A. Comments to the Authors
Provide constructive suggestions, including:
· Major issues (methodology, interpretation, missing data)
· Minor issues (clarity, formatting, references)
· Specific, actionable recommendations
B. Confidential Comments to the Editor
Include:
· Overall assessment of manuscript quality
· Ethical concerns (if any)
· Recommendation category

9. RECOMMENDATION CATEGORIES
Reviewers must select one:
☐ Accept without revision
☐ Minor revision required
☐ Major revision required
☐ Reject (unsuitable or flawed)
Clear justification must accompany all recommendations.

10. REVIEW TIMELINE
· Invitation response: within 3–5 days
· Review completion: within 2–3 weeks
· Revised manuscript review (if needed): within 1–2 weeks
If delays occur, reviewers must notify the editorial office promptly.

11. QUALITY OF REVIEW EXPECTATIONS
A high-quality review should:
✔ Be objective and evidence-based
✔ Provide detailed reasoning
✔ Distinguish major vs. minor concerns
✔ Suggest improvements, not just criticism
✔ Maintain professional tone
✔ Avoid rewriting the manuscript unnecessarily

12. USE OF AI OR ASSISTIVE TOOLS
Reviewers must not upload manuscripts to external AI tools or platforms that compromise confidentiality unless explicitly permitted by the journal. Responsibility for the review remains entirely with the invited reviewer.

13. EDITORIAL DECISION PROCESS
Editors consider:
· Reviewer recommendations
· Scientific importance
· Ethical compliance
· Journal priorities
Final decisions rest with the editorial board, not reviewers.

14. ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF REVIEW CONTRIBUTION
The journal may:
· Provide reviewer certificates
· Offer acknowledgment listings annually
· Track contributions through reviewer recognition systems (where applicable)


15. DECLARATION BY REVIEWER
By accepting a review assignment, the reviewer confirms that they:
· Agree to maintain confidentiality
· Declare no conflicting interests
· Will provide an unbiased and timely review
· Will adhere to ethical publishing standards

This guideline is intended to uphold transparency, fairness, and scientific integrity throughout the peer review process.

