
 

Best Practices for a High Quality Peer Review Process 
To support an equitable, reliable, and quality peer review process for the ASHE 
conference, we synthesized recommendations on peer review based on existing 
research.  

Reviewers’ practices are a deeply important part of creating a quality, equitable, and 
reliable peer review process.  By agreeing to review for ASHE, we ask reviewers to 
commit to the practices, below. 

2020 ASHE Reviewers will: 

1. Skim all proposals as soon as you receive them to ensure that you have either 
the topical, methodological, or generalist expertise to be able to review each 
proposal you have been assigned.  Return proposals to ASHE co-chairs if you do 
not have the appropriate expertise for reviews.  Note: If you have expertise in the 
topic AND/OR the method, you are an appropriate reviewer for the proposal.   

2. Attend or listen to our ASHE Reviewer Webinar. The webinar will occur on 5/15 
from 3-4pm EST and be available by recording.  This webinar is for all 2020 ASHE 
reviewers (and other members who want to join).  We will discuss best practices in 
peer review, describe the ASHE proposal rubric and the review process in-detail, 
and learn from review examples. 

3. Read the evaluation criteria for each proposal prior to reading the proposal.  
Be sure to tune your eye to the criteria for rating so that your read of the proposal 
will focus on key details related to the evaluation rubric.  Taking notes can help!  

4. First, fill out the numerical ratings and the comments, and then finally the 
“Accept/Reject” categorical rating.  This will allow your final decision 
“Accept/Reject” to build off the evaluative criteria in your numerical rankings and 
your specific feedback in comments.   

5. Provide quality comments, including both positive aspects of the proposal and 
areas for improvement for all proposals.  Ensure that your comments have a 
constructive and helpful tone.  Comments should be at least 50 words long, but 
quality matters most. Try to be concrete about strengths and offer substantive, 
constructive, and specific comments toward improvement of the manuscript and 
learning of the author. 

6. Review for consistency across the three forms of evaluation (numerical 
ratings, comments, and “Accept/Reject” categorical rating).  For example, 
proposals that reviewers indicate as “accept” should have strong and specific 
positive comments and also receive high numerical ratings.  If you believe a 
proposal is worthy of “Accept,” ensure your numerical ratings reflect an average of 4 
or above.  If you rate any criteria lower than others, try to explain why in your 



comments. (note: while an average of 4 is useful for “tuning” your ratings, there will 
be variation across sections and year to year on exact scores for Accepted 
proposals) 

7. Use “Comments to the Association” for two reasons: 1) To clarify your opinion 
for proposals where you are unsure if it is worthy of acceptance; 2) For proposals 
that should be considered for an alternative format (e.g., roundtable/poster) or 
different section. 

We also include what the ASHE 2020 Program committee and ASHE office will do to 
support a strong peer review process.  

The ASHE Office and 2020 Planning Committee will: 

1. Ensure reviewers are prepared via a webinar, clear instructions, and 
communications. We will highlight best practices to reviewers. 

2. Go over the evaluation rubric with reviewers in detail via webinar. Provide 
examples of good and bad reviews to norm expectations for the types of 
feedback to provide, length, and tone.  Discuss ratings together to calibrate 
reviewer expectations. 

3. Assign a reasonable number of reviews to each reviewer and each proposal 
to multiple reviewers.  

4. To the degree possible, ensure each proposal is reviewed by someone who 
has expertise in the method or topic. 

5. Allow reviewers to “return” proposals to the section chair that they do not feel 
qualified to rate for re-assignment, as long as it is more than 7 days from the 
deadline.  

6. Require three forms of assessment of each proposal: 1) categorical response 
(Accept/Reject); 2) numeric ratings of proposal criteria; and 3) comments on 
reviews for the author. Structure the online rubric to encourage quality 
comments. 

7. Facilitate a second level of review on proposals with large differences in 
ratings across reviewers (e.g. 5,5, 1).  

8. Review all comments prior to sending reviews and decisions to authors. 
PC Chairs will review to ensure comments are professional in tone. 
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