
Editor and Peer Review 

Peer review is a fundamental component of scholarly publishing and plays a central role in 

maintaining the quality, reliability, integrity, and credibility of academic research. At the Blue Nile 

Journal of Agricultural Research (BNJAR), editors, reviewers, and authors share responsibility for 

ensuring a fair, rigorous, transparent, and ethical publication process. Editors oversee the peer-

review process from initial submission through final editorial decision. They are responsible for 

ensuring that manuscripts are assessed appropriately, reviewers are selected based on relevant 

expertise, conflicts of interest are managed, and editorial decisions are made fairly and 

independently. 

1. Initial Editorial Assessment 

When a manuscript is submitted to BNJAR, the editorial office conducts an initial quality and 

compliance check before the manuscript proceeds to external peer review. 

The editorial assessment may consider the following questions: 

• Is the manuscript within the scope and coverage of BNJAR? 

• Does it meet the journal's basic scientific and methodological requirements? 

• Does it comply with the Author Guidelines? 

• Is the manuscript sufficiently complete and suitable for peer review? 

• Does the research make a meaningful contribution to agricultural knowledge or practice? 

• Is the methodology appropriate for the stated objectives? 

• Are ethical requirements addressed where applicable? 

• Are authorship, funding, and conflict-of-interest information appropriately disclosed? 

• Are data availability and research-transparency requirements addressed? 

• Are there indications of plagiarism, duplicate publication, fabrication, falsification, or other 

research-integrity concerns? 

A manuscript that does not meet the journal's basic requirements or falls outside the journal's scope 

may be rejected or returned to the authors before external peer review. Passing the initial screening 

does not guarantee acceptance or publication. 

2. Editorial Assignment 

Following the initial assessment, the Editor-in-Chief may: 

• Conduct the editorial assessment directly; 

• Assign the manuscript to a suitable Handling Editor, Associate Editor, or Section Editor; 

or 

• Seek additional editorial or subject-matter expertise where necessary. 

The assigned editor should have appropriate expertise and should be able to evaluate the 

manuscript and manage the peer-review process impartially. Editors should not handle 

manuscripts where they have a conflict of interest. 



3. Selecting Appropriate Reviewers 

The handling editor is responsible for identifying and inviting suitably qualified and independent 

reviewers. 

Reviewers should be selected based on: 

• Relevant subject-matter expertise; 

• Appropriate research experience; 

• Knowledge of the manuscript's methodology or analytical approach where relevant; 

• Availability to complete the review within the required timeframe; and 

• Absence of conflicts of interest. 

BNJAR generally seeks at least two independent peer-review reports, although the number may 

vary according to the manuscript and circumstances. 

Sources for Identifying Reviewers 

Editors may identify potential reviewers from: 

1. The BNJAR reviewer database; 

2. The Editorial Board; 

3. Relevant published literature; 

4. Researchers with demonstrated expertise in the manuscript's subject area; 

5. Professional and academic networks; and 

6. Reviewer recommendations provided by authors, where applicable. 

Author-suggested reviewers may be considered, but editors should independently verify their 

suitability and independence and should not rely exclusively on author recommendations. 

Reviewers should not be selected solely because they are likely to provide a favorable assessment. 

4. Managing Conflicts of Interest 

Editors should carefully consider potential conflicts of interest when selecting reviewers and 

making editorial decisions. Reviewers should not be invited when there is a relationship or 

circumstance that could reasonably compromise their impartiality, including: 

• Recent or ongoing collaboration with the authors; 

• Close personal or professional relationships; 

• Direct academic or commercial competition; 

• Financial interests; 

• Institutional conflicts; or 

• Significant personal or professional disputes. 

If a conflict becomes apparent after a reviewer has accepted an invitation, the editor should assess 

the situation and, where appropriate, appoint another reviewer. 



5. Supporting Research and Publication Integrity 

Editors are responsible for maintaining the integrity of the peer-review and publication process. 

Where appropriate, BNJAR may use similarity-detection and research-integrity screening tools to 

identify potential plagiarism, inappropriate text reuse, duplicate publication, or other concerns. A 

similarity report should be treated as an editorial screening tool rather than automatic evidence of 

plagiarism. Editors should evaluate the context, extent, nature, and source of any identified 

similarity before making a decision. Where serious concerns regarding research or publication 

ethics arise, the Editor-in-Chief may request clarification from the authors and take appropriate 

action in accordance with BNJAR's publication-ethics policies. 

6. Managing the Peer-Review Process 

Efficient management of peer review is essential for providing authors with a timely editorial 

service without compromising the quality of evaluation. 

Editors should: 

• Clearly communicate the review deadline to reviewers; 

• Send appropriate reminders when necessary; 

• Monitor reviewer responses and progress; 

• Provide reasonable flexibility when reviewers request extensions; 

• Replace reviewers who are unable to complete their assignments; 

• Seek additional reviewers when reports are insufficient or contradictory; and 

• Keep authors appropriately informed of significant delays. 

The objective is to achieve an appropriate balance between timely publication and rigorous peer 

review. 

7. Reviewer Invitations and Reminders 

Reviewer invitations should provide sufficient information for potential reviewers to make an 

informed decision. 

The invitation should clearly communicate: 

• The manuscript title; 

• The expected review timeframe; 

• Relevant reviewer responsibilities; 

• Confidentiality requirements; 

• Conflict-of-interest requirements; and 

• Instructions for accepting or declining the invitation. 

If a reviewer does not respond, the editorial office may send reminders. Where appropriate, 

personalized communication can be used to understand whether the reviewer remains available. 

Reviewers should be allowed to request a reasonable extension when necessary. 



8. Evaluating Reviewer Reports 

Once the required reviews have been received, the handling editor evaluates the reports together 

with the manuscript. 

Editors should consider: 

• The scientific validity of the reviewers' comments; 

• Whether the reviewers have adequately addressed the major aspects of the manuscript; 

• Whether recommendations are supported by evidence; 

• Whether reviewers have identified significant methodological or ethical concerns; 

• Whether conflicting recommendations require further assessment; and 

• Whether additional peer review is necessary. 

Reviewer recommendations are advisory. Editors should not automatically accept a 

recommendation without considering the scientific reasoning behind it. 

If reviewer reports substantially disagree, the editor may: 

• Seek an additional independent review; 

• Ask a reviewer for clarification; 

• Conduct further editorial assessment; or 

• Make a decision based on the available evidence and expertise. 

9. Editorial Decisions 

Based on the manuscript, reviewer reports, and editorial assessment, the editor may recommend 

or issue one of the following decisions: 

• Accept; 

• Minor Revision; 

• Major Revision; 

• Resubmit for Further Consideration; or 

• Reject. 

The decision should be based on the scientific quality, originality, methodological rigor, relevance, 

ethical compliance, and suitability of the manuscript, rather than the author's identity, institutional 

affiliation, nationality, or personal characteristics. The Editor-in-Chief retains overall 

responsibility for the final editorial decision. 

10. Managing Revised Manuscripts 

When revisions are requested, authors should submit a revised manuscript together with a clear 

response to the reviewers' and editor's comments. The handling editor evaluates whether the 

revisions adequately address the issues raised. 



Depending on the extent of the revisions: 

• Minor revisions may be assessed directly by the editor; 

• Major revisions may be returned to the original reviewers; or 

• Additional reviewers may be invited where new issues require specialist assessment. 

Authors should be given a reasonable opportunity to address substantive reviewer concerns. 

11. Reviewer Confidentiality 

Editors must ensure that reviewer confidentiality is maintained in accordance with BNJAR's peer-

review model. Reviewer reports should be handled confidentially and should not be disclosed to 

individuals outside the authorized editorial process. Editors should also ensure that reviewers do 

not have access to confidential information beyond what is necessary to perform their assessment. 

12. Communicating Decisions to Authors 

Editorial decisions should be communicated clearly and professionally. 

Where appropriate, authors should receive: 

• The editorial decision; 

• Relevant reviewer reports; 

• Editorial comments; 

• Instructions for revision, where applicable; and 

• The deadline for submitting a revised manuscript. 

Reviewer comments should normally be shared with authors in an appropriately anonymized form. 

Editors may remove comments that are offensive, defamatory, discriminatory, irrelevant, or 

otherwise inappropriate. 

13. Reviewer Recognition 

BNJAR recognizes peer review as an important scholarly contribution. The journal may 

acknowledge reviewers through appropriate mechanisms, such as: 

• Certificates of appreciation; 

• Letters recognizing reviewer contributions; 

• Annual acknowledgement of reviewers; 

• Recognition through appropriate scholarly reviewer-recognition platforms; or 

• Other forms of recognition consistent with confidentiality and BNJAR policy. 

Reviewer recognition should never compromise the confidentiality of individual peer-review 

assignments. 

14. Thanking and Supporting Reviewers 



Reviewers contribute their time and expertise voluntarily or as part of their academic 

responsibilities. BNJAR should therefore maintain professional and respectful communication 

with reviewers. 

Where appropriate, the editorial office should: 

• Thank reviewers for completing their assessments; 

• Acknowledge their contribution; 

• Provide clear instructions and review criteria; 

• Communicate editorial decisions where appropriate; 

• Provide reasonable extensions when requested; and 

• Avoid unnecessary or excessive review invitations. 

15. Editorial Independence and Fairness 

BNJAR editors should make editorial decisions independently and fairly. Editors must not allow: 

• Personal relationships; 

• Institutional interests; 

• Financial considerations; 

• Political or commercial pressure; 

• Author status or reputation; or 

• Other irrelevant considerations 

All manuscripts should be evaluated according to the same fundamental standards of scientific 

quality, ethical conduct, and relevance to the journal's scope. 

16. Continuous Improvement of Peer Review 

BNJAR is committed to continuously improving its editorial and peer-review processes. 

The journal may periodically evaluate: 

• Review turnaround times; 

• Reviewer performance and responsiveness; 

• Quality and usefulness of reviewer reports; 

• Author feedback; 

• Editorial decision processes; 

• Research-integrity procedures; and 

• Reviewer and editor training needs. 

The purpose of this monitoring is to improve the fairness, efficiency, transparency, and quality of 

the BNJAR peer-review system. 

Our Commitment 



BNJAR recognizes that high-quality peer review depends on effective collaboration between 

authors, reviewers, editors, and the editorial office. Our goal is to provide a peer-review system 

that is: 

Rigorous — Fair — Constructive — Confidential — Transparent — Ethical — Timely 

Through responsible editorial management and constructive peer review, BNJAR aims to maintain 

a trusted and high-quality scholarly record and to support the advancement of agricultural research 

worldwide. 

 


