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Evaluation of the performance, or the
quality of work, of a member of a peer
group by the experts drawn from that
group. In the science research community,
for example, colleagues assess the value of
one's contribution to the field by
determining if the colleague's research
report is publishable in the group's
journal.




_
Separates Scientific Journals from tabloids




Maintain the integrity of the published data




New submissions/year 150
15t-re-submissons/year 75
2"d-re-submissons/year 25

Total 250










Research paper

Review Article
Technical note

Case study
Letter to Editor
Erratum




A Research Article is a report of original
experimental or theoretical research.
Authors should keep in mind that attention
to clarity and conciseness facilitates the
review process and also the impact of the
published article. Limit: 10 journal pages.




A Review Article is an authoritative review of
a subject important to the field of radiation
oncology. It may be either invited or
proffered. In either case, the review process
will be employed. Limit: 10 journal pages




A Technical Note is a brief c

escription of a

specific new development,
of a device that offers a solution to a current

specific problem and has su

orocedure, or use

fficient relevance

to be useful to many readers of Medical
Dosimetry. Limit: 3 journal pages.




A Case Study is a concise description of a
technique, procedure, clinical implementation,
or clinical patient-related complication of
relevance to the practice of medical dosimetry.
Appropriate for this article type are "tricks-of-
the-trade," helpful hints to solve a specific
problem, or "how-tos" on application to clinical
practice. Limit: 3 journal pages




A Letter to the Editor is a brief response to a
published article of general interest to
readers. It may be either invited or proffered.
Letter must reference Medical Dosimetry
articles no older than two issues from the
last published volume. Limit: 1 journal page.




An erratum is a correction of a book. An
erratum is most commonly issued shortly
after its original text is published.

An erratum should be limited to error which
“SIGNIFICANT” impact communicated data,
conclusions or intent.
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Recommendation:

Accept manuscript “AS IS”.

No revisions required, manuscript
goes straight to publication.




S
Recommendation:

Manuscript requires minor revisions (i.e grammar
format, clarity, etc).

Upon resubmission, point by point responses are
verified by Editor. If compliant, manuscript
proceeds to publication. Reviewer does not see

again.




S
Recommendation:

Manuscript demonstrates notable deficiencies
requiring significant re-work

Upon resubmission, manuscript is again sent to
reviewer for publication decision.




S
Recommendation:

Manuscript requires major revisions such that it
cannot be brought to publication quality within 2
revisions.

or

Manuscript is of poor quality, redundant data or
ethical violations which would prohibit
publication




S
Recommendation:

Manuscript is judged inappropriate for
publication in Medical Dosimetry due to subject
matter.

No detailed review required.




S
Recommendation:

1 Major revision, 1 Minor revision

If a manuscript cannot be brought up to a
standard of “Accept-Minor Revision” within 2
rewrites of the original, then based on fairness to

the author, it should be rejected.
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Web interface
Submitting your review

Reviewer Recommendation Term

Rate Reviewer:

Manuscript Rating Questions
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1. Authors should be competent in the
English language

2. Authors will respect all ethical standards
as relate to publishing.




If an Author fails at either of the former
expectations, then the reviewer has no
fiducial responsibility to render a decision




e Accept or decline an invitation to review within a
reasonable amount of time

* Once accepted, perform said review within a
reasonable amount of time.

 Render an impartial decision based on merit of
the manuscript alone.

 Maintain professional integrity in crafting a
review

* Recuse oneself in the presence of a conflict of
Interest.
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e Contribute to the success the Medical

Dosimetry

* Help maintain the professional integrity of the
journal.

e Obtain “free” MDCB and CAMPEP CE credits




- Editor-in-Chief assigns paper to an associate editor (AE).
- AE coordinates the peer review process.

- AE validates depth and breadth of each review and
considers the reviewer’s recommendations.

- AE uses the reviews to determine and support the final
recommendation.

- AE communicates the recommendation to the Editor-in-
Chief, who reviews and forwards to the author.




- Construct for a research paper:
Title — short, informative, specific
Abstract — summarizes all four sections
Introduction — why, from general to specific
Methods — where and how, provide details

Results — what, list & describe results, do not
analyze

Discussion — so what, support all interpretations,

compare to previous works

- Abstract is CRITICAL. It should stand on its own when
read by the intended audience.




- Be consistent with tense, use primarily past
tense (use common sense for exceptions).

- Use of 15t person is acceptable.
- When possible use active verbs.
- Do not use contractions.

- References, references, references.

- Follow the guidelines for each type of
submission.




- When using statistics

Completely describe the statistical method.

Ensure you include whether a one-tailed or
two-tailed population was assumed.

Report p values and confidence intervals in results
when appropriate.

- Captions and labels need to fully explain the
figure or table.




- Tailor your paper to the audience.......
Medical Dosimetrists!

- Maintain integrity and avoid any plagiarism.

- Write clearly and concisely and use proper
English.

http://depts.washington.edu/engl/askbetty/




http://depts.washington.edu/engl/askbetty/

Active and Passive Voice —Explore the differences between passive and active voice, and when
to use each.

Cohesion —Effective academic writing presents ideas that build upon each other in a logical,
progressive way. Here you'll find strategies for improving sentence cohesion and building paragraphs

that "flow."

Dangling Modifiers —Mismatched subjects of independent and dependent clauses c

dangling modifiers. Here's how to avoid these confusing constructions.

Integrating Quotations —Here you'll find a few remedies for making quotations fit clearh

coherently into your prose.

Sentence Structure and Punctuation —Avoiding comma splices and sentence fragments are
just two of the common challenges writers face. Find out more about how these er develop and

how to correct them.




- If you are not following the subject closely in
the literature you can still review the paper if
it falls within your expertise.

- Perform a literature search on the subject to
review the state-of-the-art, assess if the

paper represents original work, and spot
check the references.




- Use the title and abstract of the manuscript
to form a basic question using as many
keywords as possible.

-  Example...“Has proton radiation therapy been
used to treat bone metastases in children?”

- Use the keywords and the sentence to search
one of the large multi-journal databases.
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- PUBMED and MEDLINE work well.

-  Use BOOLEAN operators to frame your
search: AND, OR, NOT, *

- *jsused (in most databases) to search
different forms of the same word; simulat®
searches for simulation, simulator, etc.

- All Boolean operators must be uppercase.

- AND is often the default operator.




- EXAMPLE...
search

“proton AND
radiation AND g
therapy AND | e
bone AND

z Hug EB, !
Int i

metastases
AND child*”
in Medline.
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- Repeat the search with different keywords and

operators as needed.

- Also perform an author search to check for prior
publications.

- Use the tutorials that are part of each search
engine to explore advanced features.




- |Is the subject within the scope of the journal?

- Are the category and format of the submission
appropriate?

- Review prior publications on the subject.

- Isthe work original and does it contribute to the
field?

- Can the abstract stand alone?




- Is the paper “readable” and grammatically
correct?

- You do not need to correct grammar. But
more than a few grammatical errors should
raise alarms. If the poor writing detracts from
the ability to understand the manuscript then
reject it.




= Does the introguction answer ”wHy >

- |Is the methods section valid?

Could you repeat the study?
Are all equipment/materials described?

- Are results presented clearly and concisely?
- Are the conclusions supported?
- Is the use of statistics appropriate?

- |s the research ethical?




- Are the equations correct?

- Are figures and graphs appropriate, labeled
correctly, and significant?

- Is a clinical tool presented appropriately?
Would a table, plot, or nomogram be a useful
addition?

- Spot check references.
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- Take the time to do a thorough review. We

hate publishing an erratum!




15t and most important....

DO NOT SAY ANYTHING IN THE REVIEW THAT
YOU WOULD NOT TELL THE PERSON TO
THEIR FACE. Be honest and critical, but not
insulting or condescending.




2"d most important....
Be specific with your comments:

- Refer to a section and paragraph number in
the manuscript.

- If additional details, results, or comparisons
are needed provide guidance to the authors.

- Use references as needed in your review.




3) Provide a quick summary at the beginning of

the review. This tells us you understood the
article.

4) Indicate whether a change is mandated (“The
authors should change the scale on figure 3 to
encompass all data points”) or a
recommendation (“| recommend the authors
provide a summary table with ...."”)




5) Your review will consist of 3 parts: overall
recommendation, comments to editor,
comments to author. Comments that the
authors need to address should be numbered.

6) Tip: Write your review in your favorite word
processing software, stew on it overnight,
finalize it the next day, then copy and paste it
to the Elsevier web site when you are ready.
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- Lack of any comments to the authors.

- General and useless recommendations with no
specifics such as “this is not a well written
paper and needs a major revision.”

- Only pointing out problems and not
recommending solutions.

- Only pointing out problems and not identifying
strengths.




- Telling the author to re-do the entire study and
then making your official recommendation
“Revise and Reconsider”........ are you kidding?

- Not doing a basic literature search to ensure
the work is novel (or worse yet, was previously
published by the same authors).




A paper is submitted with the title: “Monte Carlo
calculations of entrance skin exposure and
depth dose for common interventional
radiology procedures.” The paper is submitted
as a technical note, the text is 22 double-spaced
pages long, there are 21 figures and 47
references. The editor forwards it to you for
consideration. What should be your response
and how long will it take you to review the
paper?




A paper is submitted with the title: “Monte
Carlo calculations of entrance skin exposure
and depth dose for common interventional
radiology procedures.”......

You would reject this paper as out of scope and
also note that the format for a technical note
was not followed. 20 minutes.




A reviewer writes: “l found this article
interesting and informative. Give it a buff and
it’s ready for the showroom.”
Recommendation is Revise and Reconsider

Reviewer needs to summarize the article, describe
strengths of the paper, offer numbered criticisms
on where “to buff,” etc.....




An author writes: “Duct tape and a nail gun
were used to immobilize the infant.”

Assuming this was IRB approved....... author needs
to identify how much tape was used, how the
duct tape was applied, who manufactured the
tape and gun, how many nails and what size,
etc. A picture may be helpful.




A reviewer writes to the authors: “Your manuscript
is a train wreck, a bottom-of-the-barrel
publication that sets a new standard for shallow
thought. Reject!”

Reviewer is fired for being obnoxious and rude.
Reviewers are to support the field of radiation
oncology and the journal by offering specific
and useful criticisms to authors.




http://www.elsevier.com/wps/find/reviewershome.
reviewers/ru_most

Provoenzale, J.M., and Stanley, R.J., “A Systematic
Guide to Reviewing a Manuscript,” Am. J.
Roentgenol., October 1, 2005; 185(4): 848 — 854.

AIP (American Institute of Physics) Style Manual.




* Review (and therefore reviewers) are the
MOST critical component of the
publication process for Scientific Journals

 The quality and reputation of a journal is
directly related to the quality of its
reviewers.




In short, to guarantee the
qguality and integrity of the
Journal of the American
Association of Medical
Dosimetrists.

We need YOU!




e Associate Editors
 Email communication specialist...




