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Peer review is the process by which research manu-
scripts submitted for publication in medical journals 
are evaluated by experts in the same field or related 
fields. The purpose of peer review is to assess the 
quality of the research and validate the findings of 
the research, identify any potential flaws or errors in 
methods or reporting, and provide constructive 
feedback to authors to improve the manuscript. It’s a 
critical step in ensuring the quality and integrity of 
scientific research. It helps to ensure that published 
research is accurate, reliable, and of high quality, and 
helps to maintain the credibility and reputation of 
the scientific community. 

Submissions Considered for Peer-Reviewed 

Manuscript which undergoes peer-review are Origi-
nal Articles, Short Articles/ Communications, Letters 
to Editor, Review Articles, Perspectives, Technical 
Reports and CMEs. Peer review of other article is at 
the discretion of the editors.  

Review Process 

Whole peer-review process is through the online edi-
torial management system of the journal. The sub-
mission is also through online system only. 

All submitted manuscripts are assessed by the edito-
rial staff. Those manuscript which are out of the 
scope of the journal, does not fulfil the journal article 
format, or violating editorial policies are declined 
outright without eternal review. Manuscripts found 
interesting for our reader are sent for formal peer 
review.  

Initially title and abstract send to the potential re-
viewers and those who agrees, a full text blinded 
manuscript send for the review. Reviewers are asked 
give comments and suggest rectifications, if required. 
Generally, manuscript is reviewed by two to three 
reviewers. Decision regarding the article is taken by 
the editors based on the reviewers’ recommenda-
tions, the strength of the arguments presented by re-
viewer, response of the author, and or other infor-
mation available in other literature.  

In case the editor think that the corrections required 
in the manuscript before acceptance, the manuscript 
is sent back to author with comments of reviewer 
and editor. Author is asked to submit revised manu-
script within certain time. 

The revised manuscript is again assessed by the edi-
torial staffs and send to the reviewer again to review 
the manuscript considering the previous comments. 



Sharma N 

National Journal of Community Medicine│Volume 14│Issue 05│May 2023  Page 275 

In certain instances, editors will not send a revised 
paper back to the reviewers if it appears the authors 
have not made a significant effort to address the is-
sues raised. 

The editors then select one of the following options, 
based on the feedback of the reviewers: 

 Accept with or without editorial changes. 
 Send the manuscript back to the authors so they 

can revise it to resolve the reviewer/reviewers' 
concerns before a final decision is made. 

 Decline with specific reasons indicating to the au-
thors that additional work may be required to jus-
tify a resubmission. 

 Decline outright, typically based on lack of spe-
cialized interest, lack of novelty, insufficient con-
ceptual progress, or significant technical and/or 
interpretive issues. 

Selection of a Reviewer  

The selection of reviewers for the peer review of the 
manuscripts is one of the most important tasks to 
maintain the highest quality of the research publica-
tions. Many factors are taken into consideration 
while selecting a reviewer which may include spe-
cialisation in the subject, scholarly publication rec-
ord, previous review experience, our own experience 
with the reviewer, recommendations from others in-
cluding the author, and academic & research back-
ground. Reviewers who are quick to respond, who 
give comments with reasoning, and who are from the 
same region where the study was conducted may get 
preference. 

Authors are encouraged to suggest neutral judges 
who would be suitable for the role. Most of the time, 
the journal gives them preference, but the editor's 
decision regarding reviewers is final. When making 
proposals for peer reviewers, authors are highly en-
couraged to consider geographic location, research 
experience, publication experience, etc. 

Review Response Time 

We are committed to process manuscript rapidly and 
to reach an editorial decision as early as possible. An 
efficient editorial system is setup to hasten the edito-
rial review. Reviewers are also asked to respond 
within certain time limit agreed upon.  

Double blind Review 

The NJCM employs a double-blind peer review pro-
cess. The authors' and reviewers' identities are kept 
strictly confidential. To keep their manuscript anon-
ymous, authors must follow the submission checklist.  

[For Reviewer] Writing a Review Report 

The primary objective of the review is to offer cri-
tiques of the manuscript that assist the editor in 
making a decision regarding the manuscript. The re-

view should also include suggestions for improving 
the quality of the manuscript. In the event of a nega-
tive review, significant flaws in the manuscript must 
be identified so that rejected authors can compre-
hend the decision and revise their work for submis-
sion elsewhere.  

 

We suggest reviews the following means to evaluate 
various aspects of the manuscript: 

Read the article carefully: Before you can write a 
review, take your time to fully understand the con-
tent of the article. Read it carefully, and make notes 
or highlights of any key points, arguments, or evi-
dence presented. 

Evaluate the article: Evaluate the quality of the arti-
cle's objectives, methodology,  analysis, and conclu-
sions. Consider the following questions: 

 Is the research question clear and well-defined? 
 Is the methodology sound and appropriate for the re-

search question? 
 Are the results presented clearly and accurately?  
 Is the reporting of data and methodology sufficiently de-

tailed and transparent to enable reproducing the re-
sults? 

 Is appropriate statistics used for analysis? 
 Are the conclusions supported by the data and analysis 

presented?  
 Do you feel that the results presented are of immediate 

interest to many people in your own discipline, and/or 
to people from several disciplines? 

 Do you find that the conclusions and data interpretation 
are robust, valid, and reliable? 

 Does this manuscript reference previous literature ap-
propriately? If not, what references should be included 
or excluded? 

Critique the article: In addition to evaluating the ar-
ticle's quality, also critique any weaknesses or limita-
tions. Some questions to consider might include: 

 Are there any biases or limitations in the study design or 
data collection? 

 Are there any potential confounding factors that may 
have influenced the results? 

 Are there any ethical concerns with the study design or 
conduct? 

Provide recommendations: Based on your evalua-
tion and critique, provide recommendations for fu-
ture research or improvements in the study design.  

Write your review report: Finally, organize your 
thoughts and write your review. Be sure to include a 
clear summary of the article, your evaluation and cri-
tique, and any recommendations you have. Use clear, 
concise language and provide specific examples or 
evidence to support your points.  

We ask reviewer to always be respectful and objec-
tive in your review, focusing on the content of the ar-
ticle rather than the author. 

 


