Suggested checklist for reviewers of manuscripts for publication
by the Alaska Division of Geological & Geophysical Surveys
Reminders
· An unpublished manuscript is a privileged document.

· Approach the manuscript with a positive attitude.

· Reviews should be systematic and thorough and completed promptly (two or three weeks).

· Document your judgments.

Reviewing for the significance of the report
· Would this publication fill a need not filled in another way?

· Has any part of the manuscript been published before?

· Is the subject or concept developed enough to be worth reporting?  Are the data sufficient?

Reviewing for the soundness of the content
· Is the purpose of the publication made clear in the introduction?

· Are the results explained clearly and do they report what is worth reporting?

· Are the conclusions sound and relevant?

Reviewing for presentation and form
· Are the title and abstract correct and concise?

· Are published references used properly?

· Is credit given for professional help and for use of borrowed materials, data, or concepts?

· Are illustrations and tables used effectively?

· Is the text well organized, clear, and concise?

· Are technical detailsaccurate and consistent?
calculations, terms, abbreviations
Reviewing geologic maps
· Is the base identified and appropriate for the map?  Is the map appropriate for the report?

· Are colors necessary?  Are the screens, patterns, or colors appropriate?  Do they emphasize the features?

· Is the title correct and clear?  

· Are authorship and mapping credits shown?  Is the author's institutional affiliation given?

· Are field work dates shown?  For a compilation map, are the sources of data given?  

· Is the scale properly given?

· Are latitude and longitude shown correctly?  

· Are grid references that are used in the text shown on the map?

· Is an index map included?

· Is the text on the map clear, concise, and informative?

· Are figure insets on the map clearly labeled?

· Are all units and symbols shown on the map and cross sections identified in the explanation?

· Are map layout and symbols used consistent with common usage?

· Are all uncommon terms fully explained?

· Do the geologic names conform to the North American Stratigraphic Code?

· Are stratigraphic and structural relations shown on cross sections consistent with those on the map?

____________________________

The principal reference for this checklist is Guidelines for Reviewers of Geological Manuscripts by Harold E. Malde, which includes a checklist for reviewing geologic maps by John C. Reed, Jr. (Alexandria, American Geological Institute, 1986) 28 p. This small booklet (6"x 9", double spaced) uses a question-and-answer format for succinct discussions of the review process. The booklet can be found at many libraries, but is currently out of print and not available for purchase.

Refer also to Suggestions for Authors of the Reports of the United States Geological Survey (7th ed.), by Wallace R. Hansen (Washington, D.C., U.S. Government Printing Office, 1991) p. 226–233.

