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Guideline on peer review process 

in «The Siberian Scientific Medical Journal»

1. General conditions

1.1. This guideline on scientific articles peer reviewing defines the procedure of reviewing process of the authors’ original articles (manuscripts) received by the Editorial Board of «The Siberian Scientific Medical Journal» (hereinafter – the Journal).

1.2. Reviewing (expert assessment) of manuscripts is carried out in order to support the high scientific and theoretical level of the Journal and select the most essential and challenging scientific studies.

1.3. All manuscripts submitted for publication are subject to the peer reviewing.

2. Order of manuscript consideration

2.1. The Journal Editorial Board admits for consideration the manuscripts displaying academic views, results and achievements of fundamental and theoretical-applied researches under the main Journal focuses: “Medical biological sciences”, Clinical medicine”, and “Preventive medicine”. The manuscripts not corresponded to these sections are not admitted for consideration.

2.2. Manuscript should be accepted for consideration by the Journal Editorial Board if it satisfies the requirements posted on the Journal web-site: http://sibmed.net..

2.3. Manuscripts are accepted by post, e-mail and on-line through the Journal site as follows:

–manuscript performed according to the requirements, carefully checked up, non-published previously and with references including 5-65 sources (references in Russian should be performed separately in Latin);

– abstract (brief description of the manuscript subject scope) with 150-250 words and 8-10 key-words (in Russian and in English);

– referral to publication on the institution letterhead;

– conclusion of bioethical committee of the institution where the research was performed. 

2.4. Manuscripts should be conducted on an open basis. The presence of restrictive condition should be the reason for open access publication rejection.

2.5. Manuscript should be considered for submitted documents completed set and its relevance to the Journal scope and submission guidelines. 

2.6. Manuscript appropriate to the Journal scope and submission requirements should be registered by date, title, author(s) full name(s), author(s) affiliations and be assigned for review.

3. Order and procedure of manuscripts peer reviewing

3.1. All the manuscripts received by the Journal Editorial Board and performed in accordance with submission guidelines are subjected to the peer reviewing by the experts (doctors of sciences). The experts employed in the same institution as the manuscript author can not be assigned for review. 

3.2. The peer review is carried out confidentially in the form of the expert questionary confirmed by the Editorial Board (Appendix). The peer reviewers should be informed that the assigned manuscripts are of private author ownership and they should maintain information in confidence. The peer reviewers are not allowed copying the manuscripts for their needs 

3.3. Reviewers have to follow the confirmed Condition on scientific publications ethics and approve their consent with the sign.

3.4. Reviewer should consider the assigned manuscripts and e-mail the review within the time limits set (30 days) or should e-mail the motivated refusal (5 days):

3.5. The copy of review without the reviewer data and sign should be available for the manuscript author consideration (single-blind review, reviewer knows about author and author doesn’t know).

3.6. If there are remarks required changing the manuscripts, the article should be assigned for the follow-up revision. In this case the date of improved manuscript obtainment should be regarded as a date of the manuscript submission. If the manuscript author does not return the improved article for more than 6 months, it should be excluded from consideration.

3.7. The revised manuscript should be once again assigned for the peer review with the author reply on each remark. 

3.8. In the event of disagreement with the reviewer opinion the manuscript author has the right to submit the reasoned response to the Editorial Board. The manuscript should be assigned for the repeated peer review by the new expert. 

3.9. The review originals should be stored by the Editorial Board for 3 years. The reviews should be provided obligatorily upon the request into the Higher Attestation Commission and/or the Ministry of Education and Sciences of the Russian Federation.

4. Decision on publication

4.1. The solution on manuscript publication necessity after the peer review should be taken by the Editorial Board.

4.2. The final decision on manuscript publication or refusal should be made by the Editorial Board on the basis of the reviewer conclusion by a simple majority of votes. 

4.3. The Editorial Board should send the motivated refusal to the author in 3 working days in case of rejection.

4.4. The manuscript unrecommended by reviewer to publication can not be submitted for the second consideration.

APPENDIX

FEDERAL AGENCY FOR SCIENTIFIC ORGANIZATIONS

Federal State Budgetary Institution

“SIBERIAN BRANCH OF MEDICAL SCIENCES”

(SB of medical sciences)
EDITORIAL BOARD OF

“THE SIBERIAN SCIENTIFIC MEDICAL JOURNAL”

630117, Novosibirsk-117, Timakov str., 2
Phone +7 383 306 44 31

E-mail: evloeva@soramn.ru
Fax: +7 383 3359935

Dear Sir,

The Editorial Board of „The Siberian Scientific Medical Journal” informs you that the assigned manuscript is of private author ownership and you should maintain information in confidence. You are not allowed copying the manuscripts for your needs.

REVIEW
Authors:

Title:

Conclusion on publication (please underline as necessary)

1) Accept manuscript

2) Accept after minor correction (without the second reviewing)

3) Accept after revision and the second reviewing

4) Reconsider after the thorough revision

5) Reject manuscript (reason required: inconsistent with the Journal scope, contain invalid data, lack of scientific importance etc.)

The peer review guidelines

1. Is the manuscript appropriate for publication in “The Siberian Scientific Medical Journal”?
2. Is the scientific novelty in the manuscript; is the manuscript data original?

3. Is the methods description sufficient?

4. Are the research bioethical standards conducted?

5.  Does the introduction contain sufficient statements to clarify the research aims? 
6. Are the abstract and key-words informative? Do they express the manuscript matter?
7. Is the translation in English proper?
8. Are all tables and graphics necessary? Is there unreasonable doubling table data in text?
9. Are the results and discussions confirmed by the manuscript data?
10.   Are the references adequate; are all of them necessary; are they up-to-date?
Please, comment hereafter.
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
The reviewer data:

Name

Scientific title

Address 

I certify that the manuscript peer reviewing has been conducted unbiased; no financial interests, no professional or personal relationship, and no scientific crosslining influenced over my decision.

Sign, date 

