
How to Perform a Peer Review 

A Guide for BNJAR Reviewers 

Peer review is an essential part of the Blue Nile Journal of Agricultural Research (BNJAR) 

publication process. Reviewers provide independent expert assessment that helps editors make 

informed decisions and helps authors improve the quality, clarity, rigor, and transparency of their 

research. BNJAR greatly appreciates the time and expertise contributed by reviewers. We ask all 

reviewers to conduct their assessments objectively, confidentially, constructively, and within the 

agreed timeframe. 

1. You Have Been Invited to Review—What Should You Do? 

Before accepting a review invitation, please consider the following: 

Expertise 

The manuscript should fall within your area of scientific expertise. You should have sufficient 

knowledge to provide a meaningful and impartial assessment of the research. If the manuscript is 

outside your expertise, please decline the invitation. Where appropriate, you may suggest 

alternative reviewers with relevant expertise. 

Availability 

Please consider whether you can complete the review within the deadline specified in the 

invitation. If you require additional time, contact the BNJAR editorial office as soon as possible. 

Do not simply delay the review without notifying the editor. 

Conflict of Interest 

You should decline the invitation if you have a personal, professional, financial, academic, or other 

conflict of interest that could affect, or reasonably be perceived to affect, your impartiality. 

Potential conflicts may include: 

• A recent or ongoing collaboration with one or more authors; 

• A close personal or professional relationship with an author; 

• Competition with the authors or their research group; 

• A direct financial or professional interest in the research; 

• A significant disagreement or dispute with an author; or 

• Any other circumstance that could reasonably compromise your objectivity. 

If you are uncertain whether a situation constitutes a conflict of interest, please contact the editor 

before accepting the invitation. 

2. Confidentiality 

Manuscripts submitted to BNJAR are confidential documents. 

Reviewers must not: 



• Share the manuscript or review materials with others without permission from the editor; 

• Discuss the manuscript or its findings with colleagues or other individuals; 

• Use unpublished information, data, methods, or ideas from the manuscript for their own 

research or personal benefit; 

• Upload confidential manuscript content to publicly accessible platforms or generative AI 

systems where confidentiality cannot be guaranteed; or 

• Contact the authors directly about the manuscript. 

All information obtained through the peer-review process must remain confidential unless the 

journal explicitly states otherwise. 

3. Preliminary Assessment 

After accepting the invitation, please first check that: 

• The manuscript and supplementary files are accessible; 

• The figures, tables, appendices, and supporting materials are available where applicable; 

• You have access to the BNJAR reviewer guidelines and review form; 

• You understand the journal's peer-review model and reviewer expectations; and 

• You can complete the review within the agreed timeframe. 

Before beginning the detailed assessment, read the entire manuscript to understand its overall 

purpose, methodology, results, and contribution. 

4. What Is the Role of a BNJAR Reviewer? 

A reviewer has two primary responsibilities: 

1. To provide an independent expert assessment of the scientific quality, validity, originality, 

and significance of the manuscript; and 

2. To provide the editor with clear, evidence-based advice to support an informed editorial 

decision. 

Reviewers are not expected to act as copy editors. Minor language errors may be identified where 

they affect clarity or understanding, but the primary focus should be on the scientific content and 

quality of the research. 

5. Read and Understand the Manuscript 

A careful review generally requires more than one reading. 

During the first reading, consider the manuscript as a whole: 

• What is the main research question? 

• What problem does the study address? 

• What are the principal findings? 



• What is the manuscript's contribution to agricultural research? 

• Are the objectives, methods, results, and conclusions logically connected? 

During the second, more detailed reading, examine the methodology, analysis, results, 

interpretation, references, figures, tables, and supporting information. 

Take notes on both major and minor issues as you proceed. 

Guide for Reviewing Specific Sections 

6. Title and Abstract 

Consider whether: 

• The title accurately reflects the research; 

• The abstract clearly states the research problem or objective; 

• The methodology is appropriately summarized; 

• The principal findings are presented accurately; 

• The conclusions are consistent with the results; and 

• The abstract contains sufficient information for readers to understand the significance of 

the study. 

The abstract should not contain claims that are unsupported by the manuscript. 

7. Introduction and Literature Review 

Consider whether the introduction: 

• Clearly establishes the research problem; 

• Provides an appropriate scientific and contextual background; 

• Reviews relevant and sufficiently current literature; 

• Identifies an appropriate knowledge gap; 

• Clearly states the research objectives, questions, or hypotheses; and 

• Explains the significance of the study. 

Reviewers should distinguish between essential missing literature and references that are merely 

preferred. Recommendations for additional citations should be relevant and scientifically justified. 

8. Materials and Methods 

The methodology should be sufficiently detailed and scientifically appropriate to allow readers to 

understand how the research was conducted and, where reasonably possible, reproduce the study. 

Depending on the type of research, consider: 

• Is the study design appropriate for the research objectives? 



• Are the sampling methods adequately described? 

• Is the sample size appropriate and justified? 

• Are experimental conditions and treatments clearly explained? 

• Are control or comparison groups appropriate? 

• Are field, laboratory, survey, modelling, or observational procedures adequately described? 

• Are instruments, datasets, models, software, or analytical procedures appropriately 

identified? 

• Are assumptions and methodological limitations acknowledged? 

• Are ethical requirements satisfied? 

• Is the methodology sufficiently detailed for reproducibility? 

For modelling and computational studies, reviewers should consider whether the model structure, 

input data, calibration, validation, assumptions, parameterization, and uncertainty analysis, where 

applicable, are adequately described. 

9. Results 

Consider whether: 

• The results are presented clearly and logically; 

• The analysis appropriately addresses the research questions; 

• Results are supported by the presented data; 

• Tables and figures are accurate and necessary; 

• Statistical results are reported appropriately; 

• Important findings are not omitted; 

• Results are not unnecessarily duplicated between text, tables, and figures; and 

• The results are clearly distinguished from interpretation and speculation. 

10. Statistical Analysis 

Where statistical analysis is used, reviewers should assess whether: 

• The statistical methods are appropriate for the research design and data; 

• Sample sizes are adequate and appropriately justified; 

• Statistical assumptions are considered; 

• The analytical procedures are clearly described; 

• Appropriate measures of uncertainty are reported where relevant; 

• Statistical tests are correctly interpreted; 



• The reported significance levels and confidence intervals, where applicable, are 

appropriate; and 

• The conclusions are supported by the statistical evidence. 

If statistical assessment falls outside your expertise, please inform the editor rather than making 

unsupported judgments about the analysis. 

11. Discussion 

The discussion should interpret the findings rather than simply repeat the results. 

Consider whether the authors: 

• Interpret the findings in relation to the research objectives; 

• Compare their findings appropriately with previous studies; 

• Explain important similarities and differences with existing literature; 

• Provide scientifically supported explanations; 

• Distinguish evidence from speculation; 

• Address important limitations and uncertainties; and 

• Explain the implications of the findings appropriately. 

12. Conclusions 

Consider whether: 

• The conclusions directly follow from the results; 

• The conclusions address the research objectives; 

• Claims are supported by the evidence; 

• The authors avoid overgeneralization or unsupported claims; and 

• Recommendations are justified by the findings. 

Reviewers should pay particular attention to conclusions that extend beyond the study area, 

sample, dataset, experimental conditions, or methodological limitations. 

13. Tables, Figures, and Supplementary Materials 

Assess whether: 

• Tables and figures are necessary and relevant; 

• They are clearly presented and readable; 

• Captions provide sufficient information; 

• Data are presented consistently between text, tables, and figures; 

• Axes, units, legends, labels, and symbols are clear; 



• Images and maps are of adequate quality; 

• Figures do not contain misleading manipulation; and 

• Supplementary materials provide useful supporting information. 

14. Data Availability and Research Transparency 

Where applicable, reviewers should consider whether the manuscript provides sufficient 

information to support research transparency and reproducibility. 

Ask: 

• Are the data underlying the principal findings adequately described? 

• Are datasets or supporting materials available where appropriate? 

• Are data restrictions clearly explained? 

• Are analytical procedures sufficiently documented? 

• Can another qualified researcher understand how the reported analyses were conducted? 

Reviewers should respect legitimate restrictions related to privacy, confidentiality, ethical 

approval, intellectual property, or legal requirements. 

15. References 

Assess whether: 

• Important and relevant literature has been appropriately cited; 

• References accurately support the statements for which they are cited; 

• The literature review is sufficiently balanced; 

• Excessive self-citation is avoided; 

• Citations to retracted or unreliable research are avoided unless there is a clear scholarly 

reason to discuss them; and 

• References are presented consistently with BNJAR requirements. 

Reviewers should not request unnecessary citations to their own publications or to publications 

from a particular journal merely to increase citations. 

16. Research Integrity and Plagiarism 

If you identify potential concerns regarding: 

• Plagiarism or substantial text reuse; 

• Duplicate or redundant publication; 

• Fabrication or falsification of data; 

• Image manipulation; 



• Inappropriate authorship; 

• Undisclosed conflicts of interest; 

• Ethical approval; 

• Misrepresentation of sources; or 

• Other potential research misconduct, 

Please do not investigate the matter independently or contact the authors. Instead, confidentially 

inform the BNJAR editor and provide sufficient information to explain your concern. 

17. Writing Your Review 

A useful review should be constructive, specific, respectful, and evidence-based. We recommend 

structuring your report as follows: 

A. Overall Assessment 

Briefly summarize: 

• The purpose of the study; 

• Its principal contribution; 

• Its major strengths; and 

• The most important limitations. 

This helps the editor understand your overall assessment and demonstrates that you have 

understood the manuscript. 

B. Major Comments 

Identify issues that could substantially affect the validity, interpretation, or publication suitability 

of the manuscript. 

Examples include: 

• Major methodological weaknesses; 

• Inadequate experimental or sampling design; 

• Insufficient data; 

• Inappropriate statistical analysis; 

• Unsupported conclusions; 

• Major gaps in interpretation; 

• Serious ethical concerns; or 

• Fundamental problems affecting the reliability of the findings. 

Number your comments so that authors can respond to them individually. 



C. Minor Comments 

Identify issues that do not fundamentally affect the validity of the study but would improve the 

manuscript. 

These may include: 

• Clarification of terminology; 

• Minor methodological details; 

• Figure or table presentation; 

• Additional explanation; 

• Typographical errors; 

• Grammar or wording issues; and 

• Reference or formatting corrections. 

Please distinguish clearly between essential revisions and optional suggestions. 

18. Confidential Comments to the Editor 

If the review system provides a confidential section for the editor, use it for information that should 

not be shared with the authors. 

This may include: 

• Potential ethical concerns; 

• Suspected research misconduct; 

• Serious conflicts of interest; 

• Concerns about the reliability or integrity of the data; 

• Significant discrepancies between the manuscript and supporting information; or 

• Other matters that require confidential editorial attention. 

Important concerns should be communicated to the editor promptly rather than being mentioned 

only in the general review. 

19. Reviewer Recommendation 

After completing the review, provide your recommendation through the BNJAR review system. 

Possible recommendations may include: 

• Accept – the manuscript is suitable for publication with no substantive changes; 

• Minor Revision – limited changes are required before publication; 

• Major Revision – substantial changes are necessary and the manuscript requires further 

evaluation; 



• Resubmit for Further Review – the manuscript may be reconsidered after substantial 

revision; or 

• Reject – the manuscript has fundamental problems that cannot reasonably be resolved 

through revision. 

The recommendation should be consistent with the evidence and reasoning presented in your 

review. Please remember that the final editorial decision rests with BNJAR's editorial team, not 

with individual reviewers. 

Principles of Constructive Peer Review 

Effective peer review should help improve the scientific record and the manuscript. 

When writing your review: 

• Focus on the research, not the researcher; 

• Be objective and evidence-based; 

• Be specific rather than making vague criticisms; 

• Explain why a particular issue is important; 

• Distinguish major concerns from minor corrections; 

• Suggest practical solutions where possible; 

• Avoid hostile, dismissive, or personal language; 

• Do not demand unnecessary experiments or analyses; 

• Do not request citations solely to increase your own citation count; 

• Respect the authors' intellectual contribution; 

• Maintain confidentiality throughout the review process; and 

• Disclose any potential conflict of interest. 

A useful principle is to write the review you would want to receive as an author: rigorous, fair, 

respectful, specific, and constructive. 

Reviewer Checklist 

Before submitting your review, ask yourself: 

• Have I read the entire manuscript carefully? 

• Does the study address a meaningful research question? 

• Is the methodology appropriate and adequately described? 

• Are the data and analyses sufficiently robust? 

• Are the statistical methods appropriate, where applicable? 



• Are the results clearly presented? 

• Do the conclusions follow from the evidence? 

• Are important limitations acknowledged? 

• Are the tables and figures accurate and clear? 

• Are the references relevant and appropriately used? 

• Are research-ethics requirements satisfied? 

• Are data availability and research-transparency requirements adequately addressed? 

• Have I identified any potential research-integrity concerns? 

• Have I separated major concerns from minor comments? 

• Is my review constructive and respectful? 

• Have I disclosed any conflict of interest? 

• Can the authors clearly understand what needs to be improved? 

• Have I completed the review within the agreed deadline? 

Our Appreciation to BNJAR Reviewers 

BNJAR recognizes peer review as an essential scholarly contribution. The expertise, time, and 

constructive feedback provided by reviewers help authors strengthen their research and help the 

journal maintain a high-quality, reliable, and trustworthy scholarly record. We sincerely appreciate 

the contribution of all reviewers who support BNJAR and the broader agricultural research 

community through fair, rigorous, confidential, and constructive peer review. 

 


