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OUR JOURNAL 

STEP BY STEP GUIDE TO REVIEWING A MANUSCRIPT 

 

Whenever an invitation is sent to a prospective reviewer, there will be a copy of the 

manuscript abstract along with it in order to help the reviewer make a decision on 

whether he/she will be willing to review the full manuscript. We expect feedback within 

48 hours from the prospective reviewer if he/she will be willing to assess the full 

manuscript or not and also declare any potential conflict of Interest. 

 

1. The First Reading 

After receiving the full manuscript, we expect the reviewer to read through the 

manuscript for the first time. This first reading will make the reviewer to generate an 

impression about the manuscript and get a feeling if the manuscript is appropriate for 

the scope of the journal and will be accepted or rejected. 

The first reading will spring up the following: 

• How relevant is the research with respect to addressing the main question it 

intends to address from the research carried out? 

• How original is the title of the manuscript? What does it contribute to the field of 

study compared with existing materials? 

• How well has the manuscript been written, organized and easy to read? 

• How is the methodology adopted for the experimental design features in the 

manuscript? 

• The tables and figures in the manuscript are of what significance, what do they 

contribute to the paper? 

•  What is the consistency of the conclusion with the findings in the research? Was 

the main question posed addressed?  

Spotting Potential Flaws in the first reading 

In reading the full manuscript, a reviewer could spot and flag the flaws in the manuscript 

this could include the following:  

• Arriving at a conclusion opposing the statistical or qualitative findings in the 

paper 

• Utilization of a method that could be discredit 

• Neglecting process that could have major influence on the scope of study  
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With some of these flaws, the reviewer could also go ahead and examine the following:  

• The sampling adopted in a manuscript that is analytical in nature 

• How efficiently were control experiments utilized? 

• In a study that is time dependent what are the irregularity that could be present 

in the sampling method adopted 

• Processed data precision 

• The validity and reliability of set of questions, utilization of well detailed 

methodology and analysis of data executed systematically 

In a situation where the methodology doesn’t look like of much issue then the tables, 

figures data should be look into for any flaw which could likely make the manuscript to 

be rejected or request for amendments from the author. Things to look at for include: 

• Data insufficiency 

• Vague data tables 

• Opposing data that are inconsistent or out of place with the conclusions 

If a reviewer discovers flaws, it is better to note it and made it known clearly with 

evidence. 

 

2. The Second Reading 

Reading the manuscript the second time construction of the arguments, clarification of 

the text, content and language used are what reviewer is expected to bear in mind. 

 

For the construction of the arguments, it is expected that the reviewer could identify: 

• Ambiguity and  vagueness in meaning with the content of the manuscript 

• If there are factual errors 

• Invalid or inconsequential arguments 

• If the title appropriately reflect or fit in with the focus of the manuscript 

• If the abstract really summarize the contents of the manuscript 

• If the keywords appropriately reflect the manuscript content 

Check the Language 

We understand that some manuscript could be poorly written. As a reviewer your task is 

to ensure that content meaning is clear. 
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In occasion that the language is poor but the core message is understood then as a 

reviewer you can proffer improvements to amend the problem. 

 

 

On Grammar and Punctuation 

 

As a reviewer, your main task is adjudging the manuscript contents. You don’t need to 

bother much on the enhancement of the spelling and grammar of the contents, the 

editors will handle that.  Although if as a reviewer you noticed grammatical anomalies 

that hampered the clarity of the context of the manuscript then you can highlight these 

errors and suggest amendment.   

 

Section by section reading 

1. Introduction 

As a reviewer it is expected of you to look at the following with a well written 

introduction part of a manuscript 

• To what degree was the argument set out 

• Recent related literatures summarization to the title 

• Establishing originality of the study purpose by showing the need for research in 

the area of interest 

• Show the gaps to be filed within the purview of the current knowledge 

• The clarity of the aim of study involves why the research was done 

2. Materials & Methods or Methodology  

 

As a reviewer you need to watch out for how repeatable, replicable a research method 

is. Also you need to look at the degree of robustness and how it has followed best 

practices. 

Replicable study: This involves control experiments, repeated experiment & analyses 

and sampling. Where a study cannot be replicable, the manuscript rejection should be 

recommended. 

Repeatable Methods: The research methodology should be one that any other 

researcher can do over and over again. 
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Robust study: examine if the data are dependable, where data is not enough revision 

can be recommended 

 

Best Practice:  Reviewer can examine the manuscript if standard guidelines and 

practices were adopted and followed. Examine if health, safety and ethical standards 

were followed  

 

3. Results and Discussion 

As a reviewer you need to evaluate this section with respect to coherence of the whole 

manuscript, what played out? Was there any discovery made or confirmed?  

It is expected from the author that: 

• Data be described in simple terms from inception 

• Statistical analyses should be made reference to 

• The trend identified should be evaluate and explained relevance to the results 

• The data collected should be critical shown to be analyzed  

• The discussion should collate all points in the finding in a single form 

4. Conclusions 

This section is expected to tend towards the aims of the study if achieved or not. And if 

the section is not based on evidence acquired from the study then it should be 

suggested to be rewritten by the author 

5. Images, Graphs and Tables Data 

 

As a reviewer you should assess the coherence of the data with the study. Check the 

titles, statistical notation, labels, scale and coordinate of maps and quality of images in 

all aspects.  

6. References Listing 

References should be examined from the following perspective: 

i. Accuracy: The accuracy of all cited articles in a manuscript should be verified even 

while different subject scope might use different citation  

ii. Adequacy: The adequacy of the references used in the parts of the argument in the 

manuscript will be checked. Check for how relevant and recent the references are. 
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iii. Balance: Check if the references  are complete, how helpful these will be to the 

reader. No too much self-referencing 

 

7. Plagiarism 

 

As a reviewer it is very helpful when you can identify similarity in a publication. To aid 

this, our journal would have run a similarity check via http://www.similaritycheck.com.ng 

on the manuscript from our editorial office. If the report from this check raised 

concerned we will advise the author to make adjustment to the content in the 

manuscript.  

 

 

8. Search Engine Optimization (SEO) 

 

As a reviewer, you are in the position to admonish if the title, abstract and key words are 

search engine optimized.  

To make the article easy to find, there is need for clarity in title and abstract to increase 

the articles search engine rankings 

 

Structuring Your Report 

Comment Presentation 

We expect your review to assist the author in improving his/her article. We therefore 

need a reviewer to be clear, polite and honest. Reviewer should also try to be 

constructive and objective and avoid been destructive and subjective. 

 

Reviewer also needs to: 

• Make your Writing eligible and simple in order that those authors whose first 

language are not English  could comprehend  

• Be careful with the choice of words you used. Use simple words that even a 

native speaker would not be confused 

• Itemize your observations and points. Be direct with the page and line number 

you are referring to in the manuscript when you are making comments. 
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• Give a professional treatment to the author's work the same way he/she as a 

reviewer would want his/her work to be treated 

• Concisely summarize what the manuscript is all about and the findings made 

• Ensure that the findings of the manuscript are put into the context of the 

available literature and present knowledge 

• Show the value of the research and the novelty and confirmatory features 

 

Major flaws 

• If there are major flaws, kindly state what they are and the severity associated 

with them  

• If you notice that previous work that is similar to that of the author, provide the 

evidence 

• Indicate any major revision that need to be made and where they should be 

made 

• And are the data such as images, figures and tables  

• Ethical issues that are notice can be communicate to the editorial team if you are 

not sure 

Minor Issues 

• Indicate where meaning is well unknown and suggest correction 

• What about the references, are they properly cited and listed according to how 

our journal wanted? 

• Indicate where factual, unit or numeric error is made 

• The labeling of the figures and tables are they done appropriately and correctly? 

 

Reviewer’s note to Editors 

This is the part where you as a reviewer communicate with the editor any suspected 

malpractice such as plagiarism, duplicate publication, unattributed work, fraud, unethical 

procedures, bias or any other conflicts of interest. 

The comment should be made in the spirit of fairness, the reviewer should write his/her 

comments to editors envisaging that the authors could have access to read them too. 

 

The Recommendation 

Reviewer’s recommendation and opinion are highly needed for the editorial team to 

decide the way forward for the reviewed manuscript. 
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Acceptance 

As a reviewer we expect you to give us details with an outline why our journal should 

accept the manuscript for publication.  

 

Revision 

We expect the reviewer to give a typical major or minor revision recommendation 

stating specific changes that are needed to be implemented. 

 

Rejection 

As a reviewer, where manuscripts possess serious flaws, is advised that you should not 

spend much time making it better. You could suggest rejection and with helpful or 

detailed comments. We expect your comment to have the followings: 

• Constructive feedback indicating what to do by the author to improve the 

research work 

• Maintain your focus on the work and not the author.  

• Do not make important confidential comments to the editorial team while being 

polite and economical with truth to the author with respect to why their paper 

should be rejected. This is to say that we do not support double standard in a 

report 

 

 

 

 

 


