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GUIDELINES FOR REVIEWERS

The work of the reviewer in CISAI — International Journal of Computational Innovations, Intelligent
Systems and Al is not merely an evaluation process. It constitutes an act of academic responsibility that
safeguards the integrity, credibility and scientific reputation of the journal. Through his or her opinion, the
reviewer contributes to ensuring that each published article represents an original, methodologically sound
and relevant contribution to the international community.

Responsibilities of the Reviewer

1. Acceptance according to specialty. The reviewer will accept only those manuscripts that are within
his area of specialization and for which he has the necessary technical knowledge to issue a
rigorous evaluation.

2. Early declaration of conflicts of interest. From the beginning of the process, the reviewer must
inform the editorial team if there is any personal, professional, institutional or financial link that
may condition their judgment. Even if you only suspect the identity of the author(s), you should
notify them when this may give rise to a potential conflict of interest.

3. Rejection due to the impossibility of meeting deadlines. Respect for editorial times is essential
for the fluidity of the publication process. If the reviewer is unable to deliver the report within the
agreed timeframe, the reviewer must decline the invitation immediately. This act of responsibility
allows the editor to reassign the manuscript with the necessary agility, avoiding delays that affect
the authors and the editorial calendar.

4. Comprehensive evaluation of the manuscript. The review must comprehensively address the
originality of the work, its contribution to the thematic field, the coherence of the methodology
used, the solidity and timeliness of the bibliography used, as well as the clarity in the structure,
style and writing. The reviewer should examine both conceptual content and technical rigour,
assessing the relevance of the results and the validity of the conclusions against the evidence
presented.

5. Recognition of technical limitations. Intellectual honesty requires that, if the reviewer detects
during the analysis that he or she lacks the necessary experience to evaluate any of the aspects of
the manuscript, he or she immediately informs the editor.

6. Objectivity and constructive tone. Criticisms must be specific, clear and substantiated, avoiding
vague assessments or comments that could be interpreted as personal. A respectful, constructive,
and professional tone should be considered during this process.

7. Clear and well-founded opinion. The reviewers should conclude their assessment with an explicit
recommendation. For example, acceptance, acceptance with modifications, major revision, or rejection. This
decision must be supported by strong, constructive, and accurate arguments so that the editor and authors
fully understand the reasons behind the verdict.

8. Strict compliance with deadlines. Failure to meet deadlines can delay publication and affect the
credibility of the journal. In the event of unforeseen events, the reviewer must notify them in advance to allow
a reorganization of the process.

9. Confidentiality before, during and after the process. All manuscripts received for review must be
treated as unpublished material and protected by the principle of confidentiality. This obligation remains even
after the editorial process is completed. The content may not be disclosed, discussed or used without the
express authorization of the editor, thus protecting the intellectual rights of the authors and the integrity of
the journal.
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10. No misuse of revised content. The reviewer may not use ideas, data, tables, images or any other
content of a manuscript under review for his or her own benefit or that of third parties before its
official publication. Any misuse would constitute serious ethical misconduct and could result in
academic and legal sanctions.

11. Individual and non-delegated review. The review assignment is personal and non-transferable.
The reviewer must not involve third parties in the analysis of the manuscript or delegate this
responsibility to assistants, students or collaborators, except with the prior and express
authorization of the editorial team.

12. Plagiarism and similarity detection. If the reviewer identifies substantial coincidences between
the manuscript and other works that he or she has reviewed or is aware of, or detects any form of
plagiarism, self-plagiarism or manipulation of data, he or she must inform the editor with verifiable
evidence. This preventive work protects the originality and scientific integrity of the published
content.

13. No transfer of responsibilities. In no case may the reviewer assign or transfer to another person
the responsibility of issuing the requested opinion.

14. Continuous updating and adherence to international standards. The reviewer must keep up to
date in his/her field of knowledge and be aware of the international guidelines of good practices in
peer review, such as those issued by the Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE), as well as
CISAI's own editorial policies.

15. Use of Al by reviewers. Reviewers should not use generative artificial intelligence tools, including
large language models, to draft, analyze, summarize, or formulate evaluations, opinions, or
recommendations on manuscripts, in order to preserve the confidentiality, academic integrity, and
intellectual responsibility of the peer review process.

Recognition and visibility of review work

As of Volume 2, CISAI - International Journal of Computational Innovations, Intelligent Systems and Al
implements a formal policy of recognition of the work of its reviewers, understanding that their
contribution is essential to maintain the quality, integrity and prestige of the journal. Those reviewers who
authorize it will see their name and institutional affiliation published in the annual list of academic
collaborators, as a public testimony of their participation in the strengthening of the editorial process.
Reviewers who prefer to keep their identity confidential may express this by sending their request to the
official email editor@cisai.com.pe.

CISAI will issue an Official Certificate of Review for each evaluation process that has been satisfactorily
completed, complying with the quality standards and deadlines established by the editorial committee.
This certificate will include the name of the reviewer, the title of the manuscript evaluated, the date of
completion, and confirmation of compliance with the ethical and professional responsibilities established
by the journal.

This accreditation mechanism not only seeks to thank the time and effort dedicated, but also to provide
tangible value to the academic and professional profile of the reviewer, reinforcing their curriculum and
evidencing their active participation in the international scientific community. Commitment and
punctuality in the delivery of evaluations will be key factors in obtaining this recognition.
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This CISAI — International Journal of Computational Innovations, Intelligent Systems and AI Review Form is designed to
guide the reviewer in the comprehensive evaluation of the manuscripts received. It consists of 20 questions distributed in two
different sections. Section A aims to examine the structure and scientific quality of the manuscript, from the title and abstract
to the conclusions. Section B assesses strategic and ethical aspects of the publication, such as the relevance of the topic, its
originality, the contribution to the discipline, the validity of the findings, the quality of the organization and writing, as well
as academic integrity and compliance with ethical principles.

Section / Rating Scale
Evaluation i
Criteria | agree : :
Partially agree | Disagree
Section A
Title Is the title of the article clear, precise, and accurately reflects the content of the
manuscript?
Summary Does the abstract adequately capture the main findings of the research?
Kevwords Do the keywords adequately reflect the content and meet the classification of
yw any recognized Thesaurus?
Is the research problem posed clearly, relevantly, and supported by theoretical
Introduction or empirical antecedents?
Are the purpose of the study and the specific objectives stated?
Is the work well grounded in relevant and current literature?
Are the methods used appropriate for the objectives of the study and are
Methods adequately justified?
Are the study methods described in sufficient detail to allow for the replicability
of the study?
D ) Is the discussion accurate and limited to the information presented in the study?
iscussion
Have the authors adequately addressed possible alternative explanations or
discrepancies with previous studies?
Are the results presented in a reasonable, coherent way and do they allow us
Results to respond to the objectives set?
Is the interpretation of the results supported by the data and study design?
) Do the conclusions coherently integrate the findings, are they aligned with the
Conclusions objectives and are they based on the methodological rigor applied?
Section B Questions High Middle Low
Relevance Is the topic of the manuscript relevant to the journal and relevant to the
academic community in the area?
Originality Does the work address a novel or little-explored problem in the field?
Does the manuscript bring significant value to the discipline and clearly present
Contribution its novelty or originality?
Do the authors clearly highlight the novelty or originality of the study?
Validit Is the robustness and validity of the study high considering the absence of
Y serious defects?
Organization and Does the manuscript have logical organization and clear and professional
grammar wording?
Suspected Does the manuscript evidence show academic integrity and compliance with
plagiarism or fraud | ethical principles of publication?
Comgﬂuetﬂgsr;o the General remarks to guide manuscript improvement Feedback
Comme%ri\ttsrto the Confidential information intended for the editorial team only Feedback

Reject

Final recommendation:
Accept without modification
Accept with modifications
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