REVIEWS: QUICK REFERENCE
Peer Review

From page 2 of the RMRS Manuscript Approval Certification form:

If a manuscript’s senior author is an RMRS employee, the approval process will be followed regardless of outlet. If this manuscript is wholly sponsored by RMRS, but a non-RMRS person is senior author, the approval process will be followed regardless of outlet. If RMRS is a partial sponsor but the senior author is a non-RMRS employee, then the approval process will be followed if RMRS is publishing; otherwise, the Program Manager and/or Deputy Station Director will determine if and how RMRS approvals will be followed. Authors and Program Managers will work cooperatively with other Forest Service units or non-Forest Service outlets in determining appropriate levels and persons reviewing and approving prior to publishing.

Criteria for waving peer review (these only apply to refereed publications):

· Multi-authored papers if first author is not a RMRS employee.
· Descriptive, non-research papers—book reviews, editorials, programmatic papers.
· Proceedings papers and posters submitted to journals that have been presented, reviewed, and published in a proceedings. These articles must be cited as previously published.

Guidelines for Technical Reviewers

· Form is available on Publishing Services web site at: http://www.fs.fed.us/rm/publications/ (  click “Forms” ( click “Guidelines for Technical Reviewers.”
Proceedings Papers Review
· Publishing Services inserts the following disclaimer at the end of each paper: “The content of this paper reflects the views of the author(s), who are responsible for the facts and accuracy of the information herein.”
· Compilers should ensure that papers do NOT contain:

· Statements that would compromise Forest Service Research & Development’s representation of scientific integrity, credibility, and objectivity.

· Opinions on the laws or policies that guide natural resource research and management in the Federal government.
· Speculations without peer-reviewed experimental data and citations.

· Inflammatory statements.

Statistical and Editorial Review

· Required on all Station series publications and other large-scale printed products for public distribution (not internal communication products).
· FS Regulations for editing and publication design are in FSM 1630, FSH 1609, and the USDA Visual Information Standards guide. Wordy, equivocal language can imply weak research. Clear, precise language and professional page design reflect favorably upon the author.

· Publishing Services’ manuscript preparation guideliens are at http://www.fs.fed.us/rm/publications/authors_corner/prep_instructions.shtml.

· Statistics Unit’s QA and Archiving Plans are found at: http://fsweb.rmrs.fs.fed.us/statistics/.
· Publishing Policy per R&D, FS, USDA, and OMB: http://www.fs.fed.us/rm/publications/authors_corner/policy.shtml
Policy Review

From page 2 of the RMRS Manuscript Approval Certification form:

Program Manager: Your signature certifies that you have reviewed this manuscript and the file of technical comments and rebuttals, and that the information has received adequate statistical review and is technically sound. Your signature also certifies that you have reviewed this manuscript for conformance to Station, Agency, and Department policies. 

Manuscripts, including proceedings papers, should NOT contain:
· Statements that would compromise Forest Service Research & Development’s representation of scientific integrity, credibility, and objectivity.
· Opinions on the laws or policies that guide natural resource research and management in the Federal government.

· Speculations without peer-reviewed experimental data and citations.

· Inflammatory statements.

Endorsing Management Actions vs. Management Implications/Considerations

By asserting one type of management action over another, an author begins to engage in the decision process itself or advocate a position, which is not the role of an R&D scientist. Consequences of this include the questioning of scientific credibility of the Station and Forest Service R&D. The policy reviewer must use judgment in determining if the reference to management is appropriate. Certainly, scientific information may have important management implications, and these should be described. Management considerations and potential outcomes of various decisions based on scientific knowledge also are very appropriate as tools to help managers make decisions.
“Influential” vs. “Highly Influential”

Influential Scientific Information:  “Scientific information the agency reasonably can determine will have or does have a clear and substantial impact on important public policies or private sector decisions.”
· Must prepare a peer review report that describes the nature of the peer reviews as well as their findings and conclusions. This report must also include either a verbatim copy of each reviewer’s comments or a summary of the reviews as a whole, including any disparate and dissenting views. The agency shall disclose the names and affiliations of reviewers.  

Highly Influential Scientific Assessment:  “Could have a potential impact of more than $500 million in any one year on either the public or private sector or that the dissemination is novel, controversial, or precedent-setting, or has significant interagency interest.”
· Must prepare a peer review report that describes the nature of the peer reviews as well as their findings and conclusions. This report must also include either a verbatim copy of each reviewer’s comments or a summary of the reviews as a whole, including any disparate and dissenting views. The agency shall disclose the names and affiliations of reviewers.

· The peer review report must also include the charge to the reviewers, credentials and relevant experience of each reviewer, and a written response to the peer review report explaining: 1) agency’s agreement or disagreement with the views expressed in the report, 2) actions the agency has undertaken or will in response to the report, and 3) reasons the agency believes those actions satisfy the key concerns stated in the report (if applicable). The agency shall disseminate its response to the peer review on the agency’s website.


EXAMPLES available at:  http://www.fs.fed.us/qoi/peerreview.shtml
· FS Research & Development Code of Scientific Ethics: http://www.fs.fed.us/research/pdf/fs_code_of%20_scientific_ethics.pdf

