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Note the next to last comment in the proposed Section 8.2.2.A.3 should be changed to read Recommended that paragraph below be moved to 8.2.2.A.3 – Peer Review of Manuscripts 8.2.2.A.1 – Responsibilities of Editors.
IEEE Board of Directors – November 2007
SUBJECT:
ADMINISTRATIVE EDITORIAL REJECTIONS
FROM:
JOHN BAILLIEUL, VP, PUBLICATION SERVICES AND PRODUCTS 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Along with a recent substantial increase in paper submissions to IEEE periodicals, there has been a simultaneous increase in the number of administrative rejections by IEEE Editors. Editors of IEEE publications often prescreen submitted manuscripts and administratively reject manuscripts that are below minimum criteria. However, there currently exists no explanation of administrative rejection in Section 8.2.2 The Review Process of the PSPB Operations Manual. A PSPB working group was appointed to review the issue and arrive at a practical resolution to minimize problems. The PSPB has discussed and approved their results and, because this is a delegated responsibility, PSPB recommends that changes to Section 8.2.2 be approved by the IEEE Board of Directors in accordance with the process defined by IEEE Bylaw I-300.4(5).
BACKGROUND:
This issue was brought to PSPB by the TAB Periodicals Review Committee and the IEEE Computer Society. The PSPB Operations Manual Section 8.2.1.D.1 specifies that the Editor has the sole responsibility for acceptance or rejection of a manuscript. The existing Section 8.2.2.A does provide requirements for the review process. However, there exists no definition for administrative rejection or delineation of where it might be applied. Therefore, adding definition and boundary statements to Section 8.2.2.A appear justified.
Administrative rejection of papers occurs during a prescreening process by editors and not after a manuscript has been sent to referees for review. Accordingly, the principal objectives of the resulting revised Section 8.2.2.A are as follows.

· Clarify the process of prescreening of papers by editors before the document is sent to referees for review.

· Add a definition for administrative rejection of a manuscript by an editor.

· Provide typical prescreening measures used by editors.

· Define when a manuscript is considered in review by referees.

· Clarify where an editor cannot serve as a formal reviewer.

During the process of adding the above, it was also found that the current structure of Section 8.2.2.A was not optimum for comprehension. The working group found that dividing the text into sections helped resolve this concern. The three divisions are: (1) responsibilities of editors, (2) prescreening of manuscripts by editors, and (3) review of manuscripts by referees. Beyond helping with comprehension, the divisions made it easier to add new material, such as the current task. Therefore, restructuring of Section 8.2.2.A is part of the recommendations from PSPB. 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: Because the changes define already existing practice in many IEEE periodicals, the financial impact of the revised Section 8.2.2 should be negligible.

PROS: The pros of restructuring Section 8.2.2.A are listed below.
· The changes allow for better comprehension of the specifications of the IEEE Review Process.

· A rearrangement of paragraphs notifies readers upfront that the IEEE paper review process is based on fairness.

· The frequently used practice of initial screening of manuscripts is now defined. 

· A definition of an “administrative reject” is included.

· Added text clarifies that editors (editors in chief, associate editors, and likewise) cannot serve as formal referees within their area of responsibility within that periodical.
CONS:
None

PROPOSED ACTION:
Resolved that the recommended changes to PSPB Operations Manual Section 8.2.2 “The Review Process,” as presented below, shall be approved.
RECOMMENDED REVISION OF THE

PSPB OPERATIONS MANUAL SECTION 8.2.2
Comments provide explanations and are highlighted in yellow.
Underline = recommended text addition; Strikethrough = recommended text deletion

8.2
Publication Guidelines

8.2.2
The Review Process

Comment:  It is recommended that Section 8.2.2.A be divided into parts for better comprehension. This also facilitates the proposed changes that follow, as well as addition items that may be changed in the future.
A.
PERIODICALS 

Comment: As currently organized, the paragraph below would be placed in the proposed to be 8.2.2.A.3 – Peer Review of Manuscripts. It is recommended that the paragraph be moved here to notify readers upfront that the IEEE paper review process is based on fairness.
The review process shall ensure that all authors have equal opportunity for publication of their papers. Acceptance and scheduling of publication of papers in these periodicals shall not be impeded by added criteria and procedures beyond those contained in the IEEE review requirements contained in this Section 8.2.2.A.
1.
Responsibilities of Editors. The policies contained in this Section 8.2.2.A shall apply to the Editors of all regular technical periodical IEEE publications, except IEEE SPECTRUM and Society newsletters. At no time should a manuscript be accepted or published in an archival journal without prior review of the complete manuscript by two or more independent referees conversant with the pertinent subject area.

It is the responsibility of the office of Editor of each publication to see to it that the corresponding author receives a prompt written acknowledgment of the receipt of his or her manuscript. This acknowledgment should include the date when the corresponding author can expect to receive the decision of the Editor on the suitability of the submission for publication, which will be no longer than 90 days from the date of receipt of the manuscript by the Editor.

It is also the responsibility of the Editor to advise the corresponding author of the relevant IEEE policy concerning material submitted for publication, especially the contents of Section 8.2.1.A (Authorship) and 8.2.1.B (Responsibilities of Authors).

Comment: It is recommended that the paragraph below is currently the 4th from the end of the existing Section 8.2.2.A, now proposed to be 8.2.2.A.3 – Peer Review of Manuscripts.
Editorial responsibility and authority for any manuscript authored by an editor and submitted to the editor’s publication should be delegated to some other qualified person. Editorial consideration of the manuscript in any way or form by the author-editor would constitute a conflict of interest and is therefore improper. All editors and referees shall immediately disqualify themselves from review of papers in which there exists a conflict of interest.

Comment: The addition of the segment below, designated 8.2.2.A.2, is recommended to clarify and define the process of initial screening of manuscripts. Such prescreening is used by Editors to verify manuscripts meet minimum standards before the paper goes into the review process. The definition of an “administrative reject” is included.
2.
Prescreening of Manuscripts by Editors. Editors may prescreen manuscripts immediately after they are submitted and before they are transmitted to referees for evaluation. The purpose of such prescreening is to verify the manuscript adheres to minimum criteria set forth by IEEE, as well as by the Organizational Unit responsible for the specific publication. Typical prescreening measures include the following.

· The subject and contents of the paper meet the scope of the periodical or a specific issue.

· The author(s) have followed the IEEE guidelines for style.

· The author(s) have not obviously violated IEEE Policies.

· The manuscript is comprehensible (in other words, not so poorly written that it is unreadable). 

· The manuscript meets a minimum criterion for technical substance established for the periodical.

A manuscript is considered in review if it passes the prescreening process and is forwarded to referees. Manuscripts that are borderline cases for rejection based on the above criteria should also be sent to referees for review. An “administrative reject” refers to a manuscript that does not meet the prescreening measures and is, therefore, returned to the author(s) with explanation. 

Comment: The added sentence below is to clarify that editors (EICs, associate editors, and likewise) cannot serve as formal referees within their area of responsibility within that periodical. Their role within the process of paper review is to make decisions whether or not to publish based on the reviewers’ recommendation (stated in paragraph 4 below).
3.
Review of Manuscripts by Referees. For all scientific papers and communications published in regular IEEE publications, the Editor shall select at least two referees who are competent and have experience in the area of the subject matter of the paper. Editors of a specific periodical cannot act as formal referees for papers being considered for publication in their area of responsibility of that periodical. It shall be clearly stated by the Editor when the Editor submits the paper to the referee that the recipient is a formal reviewer and that his or her comments and opinions, with those of other formal reviewers, will form the basis upon which the Editor will decide whether or not to publish the paper, and with what changes. Submission of manuscripts to referees for “informal review” is to be avoided. The Editor shall state that the referee is expected to return comments and opinions within a specified time, not longer than 90 days or else request that the manuscript be returned immediately for submission to another referee. The use of a standard review form for each periodical is recommended. The Editor’s office shall maintain all records pertinent to submitted papers for a period of two years from the date of final disposition.

IEEE requires that referees treat the contents of papers under review as confidential information not to be disclosed to others before publication. It is expected that no one with access to a paper under review will make any inappropriate use of the special knowledge that access provides. Contents of abstracts submitted to conference program committees should be regarded as confidential as well, and handled in the same manner.

The Editor examines the comments of the referees and exercises his or her own best judgment, in the light of the referees’ recommendations, on whether or not to publish. Reviewers’ comments and marked manuscripts are normally returned to the author in any case. It is essential that the Editor assure that the anonymity of the referees is protected during this process. The Editor’s decision is always based on all the reviews received, but mixed reviews present the need for the exercise of editorial judgment. Thus, the final decision for acceptance or rejection lies with the Editor.

Everything within this review process must be done openly, except that the referees are protected from personal interactions with the authors by withholding their names. The Editor in any event, should be guided in technical matters by the reviewers’ comments. The Editor must not arbitrarily withhold the referees’ comments from the corresponding author, or vice-versa, unless the Editor deems them clearly to be irrelevant, incorrect, or otherwise inappropriate. In particular, Editors should not arbitrarily ignore referees’ suggestions for modifications of the paper without sufficient technical cause to do so. If a paper is returned for revision, it is important to make clear to the corresponding author whether on the one hand the paper will be accepted if the indicated changes are made or, on the other hand, the paper will be resubmitted to the referee for further review.

The Editor’s decision is always based on all the reviews received, but mixed reviews present the need for the exercise of editorial judgment. Thus, the final decision for acceptance or rejection lies with the Editor.

Comment: Recommended that paragraph below be moved to 8.2.2.A.3 – Peer Review of Manuscripts 8.2.2.A.1 – Responsibilities of Editors.
Editorial responsibility and authority for any manuscript authored by an editor and submitted to the editor’s publication should be delegated to some other qualified person. Editorial consideration of the manuscript in any way or form by the author-editor would constitute a conflict of interest and is therefore improper. All editors and referees shall immediately disqualify themselves from review of papers in which there exists a conflict of interest.

Authors may request that their paper’s review not be handled by specific editors and that their paper not be reviewed by specific individuals. All reasonable requests of this nature shall be complied with.

Periodicals which are published in cooperation with non-IEEE organizations must have a review policy that ensures the quality of the papers. The policies of the non-IEEE organizations should be generally consistent with the IEEE requirements contained in this Section 8.2.2.A.

Comment: Recommended that paragraph below be moved to the beginning of Section 8.2.2.A.
The review process shall ensure that all authors have equal opportunity for publication of their papers. Acceptance and scheduling of publication of papers in these periodicals shall not be impeded by added criteria and procedures beyond those contained in the IEEE review requirements contained in this Section 8.2.2.A. 
B.
CONFERENCE PUBLICATIONS
Submissions to IEEE conferences shall undergo a review process by independent referees who are knowledgeable in the pertinent subject area. The manner of implementation of the process shall be defined by the appropriate governing body (e.g., Society, Region, Section, etc.) of the IEEE major sponsor organization.

Conferences that are held in cooperation with non-IEEE organizations are encouraged to have a review process that is consistent with the policy stated in the paragraph above.

Participants in the review process (i.e., referees and any one else who is authorized to handle conference submissions) shall treat the contents of conference submissions under review as confidential information not to be disclosed to others before publication. No one with access to a submission shall make any inappropriate use of the special knowledge which that access provides.

Revisions to Section 8.2.2 – The Review Process, as contained in this manual, require the review and approval of the IEEE Board of Directors, using the process in accordance with IEEE Bylaw I-300.4(5).
