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Introduction to Peer Review:  
Peer review is a critical evaluation of a manuscript conducted by individuals with expertise in 
the field. The purpose of peer review is 1) to determine whether the manuscript in question 
contains content that is worthy of dissemination to the wider academic community, and 2) to 
provide perspective and constructive feedback on the quality of the author’s work before an 
article is published.   
 
Peer Reviewer Requirements:  

There are two types of peer reviewers: Professional and Student Reviewers   

 Professional Reviewer must: 1) hold a university faculty or research position; 2) be enrolled 
in a  graduate program in the Health Sciences (not necessarily Pharmaceutical Sciences); or, 
3) be a licensed pharmacy practitioner (B.Sc. Pharm, Pharmacy Resident, Pharm. D).   

 Student Reviewers must be enrolled in a recognized pharmacy program and complete the 
PSSJ peer reviewer workshop.  

 
Structure of the review process:   
PSSJ adopts a double-blinded peer review process, where the identities of the reviewer and 
author are hidden from each other. Double-blinding is implemented in order to preserve the 
objectivity of the reviewer, which is integral to any unbiased and independent Journal. PSSJ’s 
reviewers are chosen based on their areas of expertise and experience, and fall into the 
categories of Professional Reviewers (faculty, practitioners and graduate students) and Student 
(pharmacy students) Reviewers.  
 
 
Peer review process:  

1. Once an article has passed the initial screening, the Chief Editor (CE) and Associate 
Editor (AE) choose 1 Professional and 1 Student Reviewer based on the author’s 
recommendation and available reviewers with the required expertise. 

2. Once reviewers have accepted to review an article, the manuscript is passed on to 
Section Editors, who will serve as the primary contact for the reviewer and author. 

3. The reviewers will conduct their review and send back their comments and a 



 

 

recommendation of: Accept as is, Conditional acceptance after minor revisions, Invite 
for resubmission after major revisions, Reject. After each review, the CE will assign a 
rating regarding the quality of the peer reviewers’ comments and length of time taken 
to review. All this information is added into the peer reviewer database for future 
reference and to improve the peer review process.  

4. For conditional acceptance, the author will need to address the reviewers’ 
comments/suggestions within the specified deadlines. If the decision is to suggest major 
revisions or reject completely, the whole review process is restarted.  

5. Once revisions have been made, the CE, AE, and relevant Section Editors will assess 
whether the revisions are adequate and make a decision whether to accept the 
manuscript. If accepted, the manuscript is passed onto the production team.  

 

Peer Reviewer Guidelines 

 The role of the peer reviewer is to:  

o Filter out papers with serious flaws.  

o Improve and fix papers that are considered salvageable.  

o Fill in or identify gaps in information presented, supported with the relevant 

references if necessary. 

When to reject reviewing a paper: 

There are a number of reasons you would reject reviewing a paper. However, no matter what 

the reason may be, always give your decision to the Editor promptly and preferably with 

suggestions for alternative reviewers.   

Reasons  Comment 

Not familiar with topic of paper or a 

subsection of paper 

In this situation, either decline the review altogether 

and suggest alternative reviewers, or be specific when 

writing your review that you cannot offer comment 

on this subsection. Please note that stating “no 

comment” is NOT enough because it will be 

interpreted that the section is ready to be published 

as is.   

Potential conflict of interest Having a potential conflict of interest does not 
preclude you from being a reviewer. However, you 
will need to describe the sources of conflict before 



 

 

becoming a peer reviewer. Your declaration will then 
be reviewed by the editorial board on a case-by-case 
basis (see Conflict of Interest policy).  

Unable to meet deadline In order meet publishing deadlines, Editors need to 

know immediately whether you are able to review a 

manuscript adequately within the allocated 4-week 

timeframe. If you are unable to review the 

manuscript, contact the Chief Editor immediately and 

recommend alternative reviewers if possible.   

 

Do’s  

 Be constructive and make positive 

comments where appropriate so that 

authors can gain perspective to new ideas 

and improve on their writing skills. 

Remember that harsh reviews can deter 

new authors from contributing to the 

pharmacy literature.  

 Be tactful – ask yourself if you would be 

willing to sign your name to this review. 

 Be specific in your comments on how the 

manuscript can be improved and add 

supporting reference citations where 

appropriate.  

Don’ts 

 Reviewers are not required to comment 

on copyediting issues such as 

capitalization, spelling and punctuation. 

 Keep in mind that the author may be a 

student. If so, do not be overly critical of 

the methodology as students may not be 

able to re-run the study. If flaws are 

identified, comments should be focused 

on how the author can better present the 

limitations as to not misrepresent their 

findings.   

 

 

Weighing scientific content versus the structure of the manuscript:  

The most important aspect of any academic manuscript is the quality of the scholarly content, 

encompassing all areas of pharmacy scholarship, be they clinical, educational, scientific or 

practice issues. No matter how well a manuscript may be written, if the scholarly content is 

faulty or does not add anything to the existing literature, it should not be published. Therefore, 

it is this area for which the reviewer should be most critical and focus their attention.  

In regards to the structure and style of a manuscript, authors can easily fix this aspect if 



 

 

constructive criticisms are given. Therefore, reviewers should be more forgiving on this aspect 

of a manuscript, and try to see the potential of the finished product rather than picking out all 

the flaws.   

General Review Checklist: 

This checklist is simply a guide to aid in your review; you do not need to fill out the checklist. 

Note that you may need to adapt or omit one or more of these criteria to suit the type of 

manuscript submitted (research report, review paper, pharmacy practice paper, case report, 

etc.) 

Specific article type requirements: 

 Abstract Intro Objective 
and Case 

presentation 

Methods Result
s 

Discussio
n 

Conclusio
n 

Reference
s 

Original 
Research 

X X  X X X X X 

Reviews X X  X X X X X 

Case reports X X X   X X  

Editorials 

NA 

Op-Ed 

Point-
counter-
point 

Letters to 
the Editor 

Workshop 
articles 

 

X 
(Purpose) 

   

X X 

 

Workplace 
spotlight/Ele
ctive reports 

     

Public 
Health 

     

Practice 
issues 

     

 

 Title: 

o Is the title appropriate? 

o Is it descriptive and as concise as possible? Is it misleading? 

o Does it accurately represent the study design and content of the manuscript?  

 Abstract:  



 

 

o Does the abstract provide an accurate and concise summary of the contents, 

study design, methods, results and conclusions of the paper?  

 Introduction:  

o Is it clear why this study, review or editorial is important? 

o Are the research questions or outcomes clearly defined? 

o Is the background information cited an accurate reflection of the existing 

knowledge on this subject?  

 Methods and Results: When criticizing the methodology, bear in mind that students often 

cannot redesign or re-run the study. Instead, focus criticism on the description and 

presentation of the methods and results (ex: is there too much/little detail, are the 

limitations clearly stated, are the results presented clearly, are statistics applied correctly, 

etc.)  

o Is there documented ethics approval for the study (if applicable)? 

o Does the study design address the study objectives? 

o Is the study design described in detail and cited appropriately? Are the main 

concepts of the methods adequately described to allow others to reproduce the 

work? 

o Do the results make sense?  

o Are the graphics necessary and informative?  

 Discussion and Conclusion:  

o Are the other sources in the literature that confirm/refute the claims of this 

paper discussed adequately?  

o Are the limitations of the study well described (all original research papers 

require a limitations section)? 

o Are the conclusions drawn from this study within the scope of the results 

presented in this paper? 

o Does the paper answer the primary research question/outcomes?  

o Does the paper discuss the implications of the findings/conclusions of this 



 

 

paper? 

o Does the paper make an original contribution to the literature in this area of 

research/practice?  

 References: 

o Are the most up-to-date references included? 

o Have the important papers on the topic been cited? 

 Writing Style: 

o Is the paper written in the language suitable for academic publishing?  

o Is the writing style clear, concise and easy to understand?  

o Is the paper written at a level that is suitable for a multidisciplinary audience?  

 

Review articles checklist 

 Is search strategy included in the methodology? Is it adequate (databases searched, 

date range, types of articles etc)? Note that since authors have the ability to change the 

methodology for review articles, the reviewer can be more critical for this article type 

compared to others such as Original Research 

 Does it provide an authoritative, comprehensive, and critical review of the literature? Be 

specific in your criticism and cite missing literature if appropriate 

 Does it provide a balanced view of the literature? 

 Does it emphasize the practical implications and educational message(s)? 

 

Case report checklist 

Adapted from “Journal of Medical Case Reports | For Reviewers”, n.d. 

http://www.jmedicalcasereports.com/about/reviewers 



 

 

 Has the case been reported in a logical manner and included enough relevant 

information  

 Is the case report authentic?  

 Is there any missing information that you think must be added before publication? 

 Is this case worth reporting? Does it advance clinical practice? Will it spawn new 

research?  Does it teach ethical lessons to healthcare professionals?  

 Does it describe a rare or perplexing case(s), rare or life threatening adverse events  

 Is the case report persuasive? 

 Is the anonymity of the patient protected? 

 

Other submissions checklist 

Workplace Spotlight and Workshop articles checklist: 

 Is this topic worth presenting? What can be done to make this topic more relevant? 

 Is the information provided (to the best of your knowledge) accurate?  

 Workshop articles only: Will certain information in the manuscript be better organized 

in a more user-friendly format (cheat sheet, one-pager, table, figure, flowchart)?  

 Does the author(s) need to introduce themselves or provide credentials for the topic 

discussed? 

 Is there enough background for a wide variety of readers to follow along? Do certain 

facts or practice issues need to be elaborated?  

 Is the manuscript being presented in a professional manner? Controversy that is well 

presented is acceptable, but libelous comments and unprofessionalism is not 


