International Forestry Review – Information for referees

Introduction
The International Forestry Review (IFR) is a peer-reviewed scientific journal that publishes papers, comments and book reviews covering international forest science, policy, management and conservation. 

You have been invited to submit your views on the paper as a specialist in the area covered in the text.  If you feel that a colleague is more qualified to carry out the review, or you need some support from a third party, please inform the Editor and seek permission to transfer the manuscript. 
It would be appreciated if you could provide your review within four weeks. If you cannot review the manuscript within the given time period, please inform the Editor.

Reviewers remain anonymous unless they inform the Editor that they wish their identity to be made known to the author(s). 

The review
An IFR review has three components that should be sent as a complete set (one file only) directly to the Editorial Office (cfa@cfa-international.org). These are:
· Confidential comments to the Editor

· Detailed comments for transmission to the Author(s), and

· Reviewer Recommendation Form

Confidential comments to the Editor

Please provide any information that you wish to share with the Editor regarding the paper’s suitability for publication.
Detailed comments for transmission to the Author(s)
This section is the most important component of the review. It provides the rationale for the reviewer's evaluation of the manuscript. Reviewers are encouraged to give general as well as specific comments to the author(s) in order to highlight both the strengths and weakness of the manuscript and areas where improvements can be made, if appropriate. General comments should address the overall merit of the manuscript, the relevance of the article to the readership of the journal, originality, organization and clarity, and length. Additionally, reviewers are encouraged to give specific comments on methods, design and analysis, interpretation of results and their presentation with tables and figures. Please also comment on the use of citations, errors and overlap with previously published papers.  (Note: All submitted manuscripts are checked for plagiarism using internet-based software).
Reviewer Recommendation Form

The Reviewer’s Recommendation Form contains basic information essential to an efficient management of each review. This information is not revealed to the author(s) and is intended to both help and remind the reviewer of key considerations in the evaluation of the manuscript.  In addition, it assists the Editor when comparing referees’ comments in key areas. 

Decision to publish or reject

The Editor takes into account all of the comments received from all referees when determining whether or not to accept the paper for publication.
International Forestry Review – Referee’s report

Title of Manuscript: 

Name of author(s): 
Name of Reviewer:
	Confidential comments to the Editor

	


	Detailed comments for transmission to the Author(s)

	


Reviewer’s Recommendation Form
Please rate the achievement of each question between 0 and 5.
	Title: Does it reflect the purpose and content of the paper?
	

	Abstract: Does it effectively, succinctly and concisely highlight the content of the paper?  Is its length appropriate and information content adequate?
	

	Structure: Is the theme in general logically developed and the paper appropriately subdivided and subtitled?  
	

	Structure: Are sub-headings adequately crisp and informative? 
	

	Introduction: Is the reader adequately but briefly familiarised with the background circumstances that created the conditions for the work to be carried out that led to the paper?
	

	Situation (scenario): Is the situation which created the problem or other incentive which eventually produced the basis on which the paper has been produced, convincingly and coherently described and critically analysed?  Is this description adequately phrased for a diverse international readership to understand?  Is relevant literature adequately reviewed and considered?
	

	Problem: Is the problem logically derived from the situation, convincingly described and well argued?  
	

	Objective:  Is the overall goal and the specific objective (target) of the project clearly stated and logically linked with the problem?
	

	Materials & Method: Are the choice and availability of materials for study and the methodological approach (including mathematical statistics) appropriate, adequate and feasible?  Does the chosen option accord with the state of the art or state of science?  Is the description clear, simple and accessible for a diverse international readership?  Is the choice supported by an adequate critical review of the international literature?
	

	Work Process and Progress: Is adequate information given on the application of the methods, the progress of work and on any events which may be relevant for the readership and the referee to judge the feasibility of the method and the soundness of the results?
	

	Results: Are they clearly, understandably and succinctly described and convincingly linked to the previous sections?
	

	Discussion of the Results: Are the results critically compared with national and international literature, points logically and convincingly made, and evaluations well supported by convincing arguments?
	

	Conclusion/Discussion: Are the conclusions justified, consistent with the content and result of the section, and are the implications for environmental management and policies clearly and convincingly stated?
	

	Illustrations & Tables: Do they suitably and adequately supplement the text?  Do the captions explain their contents sufficiently that they can be understood without reference to the text?  Are their design adequate and their information content relevant, sufficient and accurate/precise?
	

	Style: Is the paper easy for a diverse readership to read?  Is it written in plain scientific or technical English?  Are the terminology and nomenclature correct?
	

	Recommendation (please check only one box with ()

	Acceptable Without Revision
	

	Acceptable With Revision
	

	Not Acceptable Without Major Revision But Encourage Resubmission
	

	Reject
	


