
Writing	and	reviewing	in	Biomaterials,	1.5/3hp	
	
Eligibility:	
PhD	students	that	have	a	research	topic	within	the	field	of	biomaterials.	
	
Registration:		
Send	 an	 email	 to	 course	 responsible	 cecilia.persson@angstrom.uu.se.	 If	 you	would	 like	 to	
remain	anonymous	as	a	reviewer,	please	indicate	this.		
	
How	it	works:	
A	list	of	participants	will	be	generated,	and	the	course	moderator	will	assign	two	reviewers	
per	submitted	article.	Reviewers	will	be	chosen	on	the	basis	of	i)	their	estimated	graduation	
date,	ii)	vicinity	of	subject	area,	iii)	number	of	papers	already	reviewed.		
	
If	you	receive	an	article	for	review,	you	will	have	2	weeks	to	read	the	article	thoroughly	and	
generate	 your	 comments.	 All	 types	 of	 comments	 are	 encouraged,	mainly	 scientific	 ones	 of	
course,	 but	 suggestions	 on	 paper	 structure	 and	 language	 edits	 are	 also	welcome.	 You	 can	
refer	 to	 the	 checklist	 at	 the	 end	 of	 this	 document,	 and	 provide	 at	 least	 3	 constructive	
comments/questions	per	 reviewed	paper.	The	comments	should	be	 formatted	 in	 the	same	
way	you	would	do	as	a	professional	reviewer.	The	submitting	author	should	reply	to	these	
comments	 in	 an	 equally	 professional	 manner,	 within	 the	 same	 time	 frame,	 i.e.	 after	 an	
additional	2	weeks.	Anyone	not	keeping	to	the	deadlines	will	have	to	re-submit	a	paper	(if	
submitting	author)/review	another	paper	(if	reviewing)	to	get	the	credits,	since	any	delays	
may	 affect	 other	 people’s	 submission	 times	 or	 timeliness	 in	 getting	 a	 course	 certificate.	
Please	note	that	if	you	do	not	respond	at	all	to	review	requests,	you	will	be	excluded	from	the	
course	after	one	warning	(you	can	of	course	decline	to	review	if	it	is	not	suitable	at	the	time,	
but	you	need	to	answer	the	e-mails).	
	
An	 introductory	 lecture/discussion	session	will	be	offered	with	 information	to	supplement	
that	 offered	 in	 the	 scientific	 writing	 courses,	 including	 templates	 for	 and	 how	 to	 write	 a	
cover	letter,	reviewer	comments	and	response	to	reviewer’s	comments.	The	session	will	also	
touch	on	proper	referencing	and	the	structure	of	standard	vs.	review	papers.		
	
2-4	 times	 per	 year	 a	 discussion	 session	 will	 be	 arranged.	 Here,	 different	 topics	 will	 be	
discussed,	 such	 as	 generally	 difficult	 parts	 to	 scientific	 writing	 and	 examples	 of	 difficult	
reviewer’s	questions	to	answer	to.	
	
Requirements	for	1.5	credits	(hp):	

- attend	the	introductory	lecture	
- attend	and	participate	in	the	discussion	sessions	
- submit	1	of	your	own	articles	for	review	(and	respond	to	reviewers	comments)	
- review	2	articles	of	your	peers	
- respond	within	the	timeline	(2	weeks)	

	
Requirements	for	3	credits	(hp):	

- attend	the	introductory	lecture	
- attend	and	participate	in	the	discussion	sessions	
- submit	2	of	your	own	articles	for	review		(and	respond	to	reviewers	comments)	
- review	4	articles	of	your	peers	
- respond	within	the	timeline	(2	weeks)	

	
	



Reviewer’s	(and	author’s!)	checklist	
ü Does	the	Title	of	the	paper	accurately	represent	the	content	or	main	message	of	the	

paper?	
ü Is	the	Affiliation	correct?	(Materials	in	Medicine	Group,	Div.	of	Applied	Materials	Science,	Dept.	of	

Engineering	Sciences,	Uppsala	University)	
ü Does	 the	 Abstract	 give	 an	 appropriate	 summary	 of	 the	 paper?	 Does	 it	 include	

background/motivation,	aim,	materials	and	methods,	results,	discussion,	conclusions?	
(Sometimes	materials	and	methods	can	be	merged	with	results,	or	results	be	merged	
with	discussion)		

ü Are	 the	Keywords	 appropriate?	Would	 you	 use	 these	words	 to	 find	 this	 paper	 in	 a	
database?	Are	there	any	additional	keywords	you	would	add?	

ü Is	 there	 an	 easy-to-follow/logic	 story	 from	 the	 beginning	 to	 the	 end	 of	 the	
Introduction?	Does	the	Introduction	contain	a	clear	motivation/aim	to	the	study?	Or	
are	 you	 missing	 any	 piece	 of	 information?	 Is	 there	 too	 much	
information/background/irrelevant	data	to	this	specific	study?	Is	the	novelty	of	this	
study	clear	to	you?	

ü Do	 you	 think	 you/someone	 skilled	 in	 the	 field	 could	 reproduce	 these	 experiments	
after	reading	the	Materials	and	methods	section?	If	not,	what	information	is	missing?	

ü If	 applicable,	 is	 there	 a	 statistical	 analysis	 section	 in	 the	 Materials	 and	 methods	
section?	

ü Does	the	Results	section	follow	the	same	order	as	the	Materials	and	methods	section	
(besides	the	statistics	which	are	usually	presented	together	with	each	result)?	

ü Does	 the	 Results	 section	 contain	 results	 only	 or,	 if	 also	 discussed,	 are	 they	 only	
discussed	in	relation	to	the	same	(current)	study?	

ü Are	 the	 results	 presented	 in	 a	 clear	 manner?	 Is	 there	 any	 repetitiveness?	 Are	 the	
figures	 clear/easy	 to	 read/interpret?	 If	 there	 are	 any	 color	 figures,	 are	 they	 still	
clear/easy	to	read/interpret	when	printed	in	black	and	white?	Are	the	figure	legends	
self-explanatory?	

ü 	Are	 the	 results	 discussed	 in	 the	 same	 order	 as	 they	 appear	 in	 the	 Materials	 and	
Methods	 and	 Results	 section	 in	 the	Discussion?	 If	 not,	 is	 the	 order	 of	 presentation	
appropriate?		

ü Are	 the	 results	 discussed	 and	 compared	 to	 other	 studies	 in	 the	 literature	 in	 the	
Discussion?	 Do	 these	 comparisons	 make	 sense?	 Are	 all	 results	 discussed	 and	
explained?	

ü Are	limitations	of	the	study	and	future	work	mentioned	if	appropriate?	
ü Are	the	Conclusions	representative	of	the	paper?	Are	they	short	and	succinct?	(no	refs	

here!)	
ü Is	 there	 an	 Acknowledgements	 or	 Funding	 section?	 Are	 grant	 agreement/project	

numbers	included?	
ü Are	the	References	appropriate?	Has	the	original	source	been	referenced?	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


