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Abstract. Peer review is a foundation of scholarly and scientific communication for
more than 300 years. Modernized peer review models are becoming more prevalent,
however, the essentials of engaging constructively with authors in academic
dialogue as a peer reviewer are still unchanged. Peer reviews assess the validity of
the science and methodological rigor, significance and originality of the research,
contributions to scientific advancement, and identify scientific errors and
missing/incorrect references. The aim of this tutorial is to provide interactive
instruction to participants on essential considerations during the peer-review process.
After a brief introduction to peer review and contemporary peer -review models,
topics covered will include: (1) how to write high-quality peer reviews, (2) how to
evaluate research ethics approvals, (3) what are additional indicators of high quality
in a manuscript, (4) use of inclusive language in peer reviews, and (5) generative
artificial intelligence (Al) considerations and policies.
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1. Introduction

Peer review is a foundation of scholarly and scientific communication, reported to be
more than 300 years old [1]. Peer review encourages authors to produce high-quality
research towards scientific advancement and also supports maintenance of integrity and
authenticity of scientific work, including validity, significance, and originality of a study.
Peer review should strive to be a constructive part of academic dialogue and evaluation,
providing a constructive peer review for improved scientific communication. Peer
reviews assess the validity of the science and methodological rigor, significance and
originality of the research, contributions to scientific advancement, and identify scientific
errors and missing/incorrect references [1]. Contemporary considerations also involve
considerations on new models of peer review, publication ethics and integrity [2], use of
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fact-based and neutral language in reviews [3], and the role of generative artificial
intelligence in scholarly communication or in the peer-review process [4].

2. General description of the topic

The aim of this tutorial is to provide interactive instruction to participants on essential
considerations during the peer-review process, from perspectives of researchers, editors,
and publishers who are also informatics and eHealth professionals. This tutorial may be
valuable especially for early career scientists and researchers; however, a general
audience could also benefit from commonly observed issues arising in submitted
manuscripts that authors may not be aware prior to submission, both for papers and for
peer review reports. After a brief introduction to peer review and contemporary peer -
review models, topics covered will include: (1) how to write high-quality peer reviews,
(2) how to evaluate research ethics approvals, (3) what are additional indicators of high
quality in a manuscript, (4) use of inclusive language in peer reviews, and (5) generative
artificial intelligence (Al) considerations and policies.

2.1. How to write high-quality peer reviews

[MB, AM, DT] In this section, faculty provide step-by-step guidance for participants to
consider when preparing high-quality peer review reports. Providing a high-quality peer
review starts with a self-assessment of expertise or fit for the suggested topic. Additional
pragmatic considerations (e.g., submitting a review on time) and ethical considerations
(e.g., conflicts of interest) will also be reviewed. During this tutorial, checklists would
be provided, along with relevant supporting references and resources for further learning;
participants will also practice peer review skills, including, for example, using
contemporary examples of studies reporting development and/or applications of large
language models. Faculty will share tips on getting started with the peer review process,
including how to engage with supervisor(s) (e.g., to seek mentorship) and editor(s), and
identifying journals and opportunities to peer review articles.

2.2. How to evaluate ethical considerations and approvals

[AM] Ethical considerations and research ethics board approval are essential in study
designs involving human subjects. Scientific studies of eHealth and informatics work
may require careful ethical considerations or approvals, for example, accounting for
aspects of data protection and reuse (e.g., app-collected data), privacy and identifiability
of data or individuals (e.g., social media data), data and products collected or created
through co-creation [5] or human factors evaluation studies [6], and more. Faculty will
discuss crucial aspects of ethical considerations in study designs, and provide
participants with guidance on how to thoroughly evaluate this part of manuscripts during
peer review. Examples will be provided for practice and discussion during the tutorial,
including, for example, trials, surveys with sensitive or not sensitive topics/questions,
social media approaches, secondary analysis or public or non-publicly available data.

2.3. Using inclusive language in peer reviews

[TIL, SH] Peer review is a form of academic dialogue. In this section, faculty provide
general principles of good practice as a peer reviewer, including use of respectful
language, considering aspects also of using fact-based language that is neutral, inclusive,
non-judgmental, and ethical. Cases of good practice and opportunities for improvement
would be covered, and provision of relevant guidelines and resources for further learning
will be provided to participants, for example the AMIA Inclusive Language and Context
Style Guidelines [7].

2.4. Generative Al considerations and policies

[PYH, TIL] Although there is general consensus in publishing that generative Al cannot
be a co-author on a manuscript, editorial policies vary by journal and/or publisher on
whether authors are permitted to use generative Al in writing manuscripts. Use of



generative Al for peer reviewers is even less clear and not frequently addressed, if at all,
in editorial policies. Faculty in this part of the tutorial will offer participants with
pragmatic guidance and references on whether or not to incorporate generative Al into
one’s own peer-review process [4].
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