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1. Summarize briefly what the article is about.  
Give your main impressions of the article, including the importance of the work to general 
readers — does this work matter to clinicians, researchers, policymakers, educators, or patients? 
Will it help our readers to make better decisions and, if so, how? 

2. Impact  
• Does the work include novel content?  
• Do authors discuss clinical relevance/translational potential? 

 
3. Significance 

• Do the authors provide an adequate scientific framework that readers can use to 
understand why the findings are important?  

• Do the authors discuss how their findings can be translational? (bench to bedside or vice-
versa)  

 
4. Clarity 

Does the article read well?  Does it have a clear message?  Is the work relevant to the field?  

5. General comments 
Providing insight into any deficiencies is important. Explain and support your judgment so that 
editors and authors can fully understand the reasoning behind your comments. You should 
indicate whether your comments are your own opinion or are reflected by the data. 
  

6. Specific comments (Tied to specific line numbers) 
• Focus on the academic content of the article before addressing any grammatical errors 

and typos.  
• Provide specific paragraph and line references to the article (e.g. in line 120, beginning 

"Inflammation is ..."). If you are citing conflicting evidence from literature, please  
include specific references (Author, Journal, issue/date) – reference list following 
comments.  
 

7. Additional comments  
• If the article is poorly organized, please suggest an alternative way to organize it.  

 
8. Specific issues to look for:  

 
• Is the title suitable to reflect the purpose or conclusions of study?  
• Is the abstract succinct? Is the content consistent with the results presented in main 

article?  
• Data added (not presented in main text) or important data missing?  
• Does the introduction give an academic overview and include critical findings from 

previous studies?  
• Detailed description of methods lacking, or acronyms undefined  
• Flawed experimental design  
• Sufficient or insufficient technical standard  
• Lack of major controls (positive or negative)  
• If article is particularly long (over approximately 1500 words), are all tables and figures 

needed?  
• Are figure captions/scaling appropriate? Are units of measure correct?  
• Has data been properly treated / adjusted statistically?  
• Discussion of study limitations / avenue for future work?  
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Novelty   
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Clarity   
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*Score: 
 
5 – Excellent 
4 – Very good 
3 – Good 
2 – Average 
1 – Poor 
0 – Very poor 
 
*Recommendation to submit 
 

• Accept  
• Accept with minor revisions  
• Accept with major revisions  
• Reject  

 
 

Accept Acceptance without 
modification 

Manuscript is relevant, conforms to editorial requirements, 
and warrants publication. 

Accept with minor 
revisions  
 

Implies intended 
acceptance 

Requests revisions which are reviewed for acceptance by the 
editor 

Accept with major 
revisions 

Does not imply 
acceptance Major revisions and re-review are necessary 

Reject Not accepted 
Manuscript exhibits fatal flaws, does not fit within the 
expectations or scope of MJM, or contains perceived 
unethical material. 

 
 


