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Welcome to the TRR Editorial Board! 
Thank you for volunteering as an editor for Transportation Research Record: The Journal of the 
Transportation Research Board. The quality of TRR and the impact we have on research, practice, 
and policy is dependent on our peer review process. As an Associate or Handling Editor, you are at 
the heart of that process. You bring a wealth of experience and knowledge to this role, which we 
appreciate.  

This Handbook brings together guidance on the process of making decisions about papers (e.g., 
What is a good peer review? When should I reject a paper?) as well as the mechanics of using 
Editorial Manager (EM). Some of TRR’s practices may vary from your experience at other journals, 
so please review the Handbook carefully.  

The guidance and advice provided was compiled by the TRR Editorial Office and will continue to be 
updated as needed. If you ever have suggestions for improving the process, please email the Editor-
in-Chief (Jennifer Dill, trr-eic@pdx.edu) or the team at TRB (trr@nas.edu).  
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An Overview of the Peer Review Process 
Stage 1: Manuscript Quality Control 

Once a manuscript has been submitted, a member of the editorial staff performs a technical 
check, ensuring that the submission is complete and in good form.  Staff then invites an editor to 
evaluate/handle the submission. 

Stage 2: Editor Evaluation  

Senior Associate and Associate Editors will look a paper over to see if it is a good fit for the TRR.  If 
they feel that it has potential, they will then invite a Handling Editor to handle it.  They can also 
handle a paper directly if so inclined.  At this stage a paper can also be desk rejected. 

Stage 3: Reviewer Selection/Invitation 

If the editor feels that a paper is a good fit and of high enough quality to warrant peer review, they 
will then select and invite reviewers to review the manuscript. 

Stage 4: Reviewer Evaluation 

Once a reviewer agrees to review, they will evaluate and submit a review of the manuscript. 

Stage 5: Decision 

Once all reviews are in, the editor will then enter a decision on the manuscript.  Decisions are 
proofed by the EIC or AE before the decision letter is sent to the authors.  Decisions may 
occasionally be rescinded and returned to the editor for changes – an explanation of why the 
decision is being rescinded will be provided. 

  



Editor Duties 
All editors are expected to do the following: 

• Uphold ethical standards and confidentiality throughout the editorial process. Report 
ethical concerns, including conflicts of interest, to the EIC and TRR Managing Editor. 

• Attend all required training, including Ethics Training. 
• Provide information to TRR on areas of expertise, which will be used to assign editors.  
• Notify TRR staff when temporarily unavailable to carry out editor duties (e.g., on vacation, 

etc.) 

Senior Associate Editor (SAE) 

In addition to the roles of an Associate Editor, a SAE does the following: 

• Assist in triaging Annual Meeting papers  
• Assist EIC in adjudicating decisions in areas of expertise 
• Collaborate with EIC on developing strategic direction for TRR. Provide subject matter 

expertise and perspective in helping to strengthen TRR's impact. 
• Assist in identifying and recruiting new editors in areas of expertise. Review applications for 

new editors.  

Associate Editor (AE) 

• Review assigned papers to decide if the paper meets criteria for desk rejection or should 
undergo peer review. 

• Assign papers to HEs. 
• Handle some papers when necessary (e.g., when no HEs are available) or when desired by 

the AE.  
• Respond to requests from HEs for guidance. Provide feedback to HEs when necessary.  
• Provide recommendations to the EIC for new AEs and HEs. Upon request, assist in 

reviewing new AE and HE applications. 

Handling Editor 

• Review assigned papers to decide if the paper meets criteria for desk rejection or should 
undergo peer review. 

• Ensure a high quality, thorough peer review process: 
o Assign reviewers with appropriate expertise for the paper, including an appropriate 

balance of types of expertise; 
o Avoid assigning reviewers with conflicts of interest (e.g. from the same institution); 
o Obtain an adequate number of comprehensive reviews; 
o Carefully read and independently assess all reviews;  
o Recommend a decision; and 
o When appropriate include specific comments to authors explaining the decision 



Guidance on Handling Papers 

This section of the Editor Handbook focuses on the paper review process and the decisions 
Handling Editors make.  
 
A video covering some of this information by the Editor-in-Chief is available here. 

Who’s who 

Throughout the process of handling papers, you may interact with one or more people in the TRR 
editorial office, listed and described in the table below. The first four people listed here are 
employees of the Transportation Research Board at the National Academies of Science. You can 
reach them by emailing trr@nas.edu.  

Name Title  Roles in the paper review process 
John Dodson Director of Publishing and 

Outreach 
  

Kisna Quimby Assistant Managing Editor   
Brie Schwartz Communications/Media 

Specialist 
  

Amy Hardcastle Peer Review Coordinator 
and Publications 
Graphics Specialist 

  

Jennifer Dill 
trr-eic@pdx.edu 

Editor-in-Chief Review editors’ decisions 
Handle appeals by authors 
Desk Reject decisions before 
assignment to editor 
Involved in other issues, such as 
misconduct, conflicts of interest, etc. 

Invitation to handle a paper 

“Handle a paper” is a term used to describe the process of an editor either (1) desk rejecting the 
paper; or (2) putting the paper through the peer review process.  

When a paper is submitted and ready for possible review, the TRR Editorial Office will usually assign 
it to an Associate Editor (AE). The AE may decide to Desk Reject the paper without further review. If 
the AE feels the paper may have merit, they will usually assign it to a Handling Editor (HE) with 
appropriate expertise; sometimes an AE will handle a paper themselves. Sometimes the Editorial 
Office will assign a paper directly to an HE.  

When you receive an email asking you to handle a paper, you must decide to do so within seven 
days. The sooner you make the decision, the better.  

Consider the following factors when making the decision: 

https://trb.secure-platform.com/file/268248/eyJ0eXAiOiJKV1QiLCJhbGciOiJIUzI1NiJ9.eyJtZWRpYUlkIjoyNjgyNDgsImFsbG93Tm90U2lnbmVkVXJsIjoiVHJ1ZSIsImlnbm9yZU9wZW5XYXRlck1lZGlhVXJsR2VuZXJhdGlvbk1vZGUiOiJGYWxzZSIsImZvcmNlRG93bmxvYWQiOiJGYWxzZSJ9.SX8JPLraBmzReci0t4Hbyw2Jw-nmzUxwIyk7wrQuYC8?TRR%20editor%20training%20-%20Handling%20papers%20by%20EIC%20June%202025.mp4
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• You do not need to be an expert on the paper’s specific topic. You should know enough 
about the topic to be able to identify possible reviewers and understand and interpret their 
comments about the paper.  

• Do not handle papers outside your areas of expertise.  
• Make sure you have time. 

First decision: Send for review?  
After you agree to handle a paper, the first decision is whether to Desk Reject the paper. Even if an 
AE has assigned you the paper, a HE may still Desk Reject a paper. To lessen the burden on 
reviewers and to avoid having authors revise papers unlikely to be published, we recommend you 
decline papers with the following issues: 

• Findings do not contribute to the current practice or literature 
• Findings that are purely descriptive in content 
• Repetition of well-established findings 
• Focus of study too narrow to be applied elsewhere 
• Writing that cannot be easily understood 
• Topics outside the scope of the Transportation Research Board 
• Inappropriate or offensive language 
• Endorsement or promotion of a commercial product 
• Unclear or confusing paper organization 
• Excessive length and rambling narrative 

If you choose to Desk Reject a paper, please provide a brief rationale for the author in the Editor 
Comments to Author box.  

If you do not Desk Reject the paper, the most common thing to do is to send it out for peer review. 
However, there is one additional option. If you feel the paper has potential, but notice some key 
shortcomings that reviewers are likely to identify, you can enter a Revise decision and provide the 
authors clear guidance on how they need to revise the paper before you agree to send it for peer 
review. Examples could be that the methods are not described adequately, or the paper is 
excessively long.  

Finding reviewers 

What to look for in peer reviewers 

Once you have decided to send a paper for peer review, you need to find qualified reviewers. This is 
a very crucial part of the process. Here are some things to consider when identifying peer reviewers: 

• Experience. Perhaps the most important characteristic to look for in a reviewer is 
experience with the topic and/or methods of the paper. People with years of experience in 
the field can be very strong reviewers. However, they are not always available; it is also 
important to provide review experience for younger experts. The TRR reviewer pool includes 
many graduate students who are involved in research and have been authors on published 



papers. You can include graduate students as reviewers, but you should aim for having 
some more experienced reviewers as well.  

• Range of expertise. You may need a combination of reviewers with complementary 
expertise. For example, for a paper using machine learning techniques to understand traffic 
flow and estimate changes in fuel consumption, you will want expertise in ML methods, 
traffic flow, and fuel consumption analysis. There may be reviewers with all three, but more 
likely you will need to find a set of reviewers that, combined, cover all aspects of the paper.  

• Mix of academic researchers and practitioners. It is often useful to include both active 
researchers at universities who have published on a relevant topic and people working in 
the transportation industry who may use the research and/or conduct applied research. 
One strength of TRR is its focus on research that can be applied to practice and policy. 
TRR’s reviewer pool in Editorial Manager includes many people working at public agencies, 
consulting firms, and other organizations that have been involved in TRB that can provide a 
useful perspective on a research paper.  

• Conflicts of interest. You should not choose peer reviewers that are from the same 
organization as any of the authors. The EM system will ask invited reviewers about potential 
conflicts of interest, however, some reviewers may not believe this is a conflict of interest 
(COI). 

• Consider geography. Depending on the subject, it may be useful to have one or more 
reviewers that have experience in the same country or region as where the research took 
place. It may also be useful to include a reviewer from another country or region, who can 
provide a broader perspective on the transferability of the research.  

• Not from the same organization. It is important to have a range of perspectives among the 
reviewers. Therefore, you should avoid having reviewers from the same organization.  

• Qualitative research. TRR publishes papers using a wide range of methods, including 
qualitative methods such as interviews, focus groups, and content analysis. If you are 
handling a paper that uses qualitative methods, you should make an effort to find reviewers 
who are familiar with such methods. Some reviewers who only understand quantitative 
methods will apply inappropriate criteria in a review of a qualitative methods paper.  

• Review papers. Review papers are papers that review, synthesize, and assess the existing 
research on a topic. These papers can be very useful when they are done well. Therefore, 
they should be reviewed by more experienced researchers in the field – people who will 
know the topic well.  

• Case study papers. Papers that present a case study (e.g., a careful, objective evaluation 
of the implementation of an innovative solution) can be valuable, particularly to advance 
practice and policy. For such papers, it can be even more important to include reviewers 
working in the transportation industry. 

How to find reviewers 

The most common method to find reviewers is within Editorial Manager (EM). There are thousands 
of reviewers in TRR’s EM system. You can search for these reviewers based on classifications that 
match the paper. However, you should not assume that just because the person’s classifications 
match those of the paper that they will be a good reviewer. The names in the system have 
accumulated over the years from a variety of sources. Some reviewers in the system are very active 



and provide high quality reviews. Others may have limited review or research experience. Not all 
reviewer profiles are up to date. Therefore, once you find a potential reviewer, you should look at 
their profile to assess the qualities they may bring to the review. If they have an ORCiD linked, that 
will provide more information.  

If you are not getting good potential reviewers within EM, you should consider adding or removing 
classifications on the paper. If you narrow the classifications to the most important aspects of the 
paper, your search results may improve. 

There will be data for each reviewer on their review history with TRR, including how many papers 
they may be reviewing now and whether they have not responded to previous requests to review. 
Consider this data when inviting a reviewer.  

Also note that EM will display flags for reviewers who are also TRR editors. While some editors are 
open to doing reviews, others may not have the time because of their editorial responsibilities. Be 
considerate of their workload before inviting another editor to review.  

There are effective methods of finding reviewers outside of EM: 

• References in the paper. Look for authors of recent papers referenced in the paper.  
• Google Scholar. Search Google Scholar (or other research databases) to find authors of 

closely related research.  
• Your networks. As an expert in the field, use your network as potential reviewers.  

Once you identify people through these methods that would be good reviewers, you can search for 
them in EM. If they are not in the system, there is a method to add them. 

Finally, it is possible to assign yourself as a reviewer. Sometimes editors do this when they have 
strong expertise on the topic, and they are having a difficult time finding reviewers.  

Inviting reviewers 

Your objective is to get three quality, useful reviews. We recommend that you initially invite 3-5 
reviewers. EM will send a standard invitation to the reviewers, with a deadline for responding. There 
are also options in the system for specific types of invitation letters, such as for Annual Meeting 
papers. Sometimes it can be helpful for the editor to customize the invitation letter, such as 
explaining why their expertise would be particularly useful.  

If you have more potential reviewer names, enter them in EM as alternate reviewers. Once an 
invited reviewer declines or does not respond within the required time, EM will automatically invite 
the first alternate. If you invite more than 3-5 reviewers and they all complete reviews, that can 
create problems. When the reviewers see the decision letter, with six or more reviews, they may feel 
that you have wasted their time and will be reluctant to review again. Having so many reviews can 
also create unnecessary burden on the authors.  

If you do a thorough job identifying potential reviewers (e.g., not just randomly picking the first three 
names from the EM search), you should have better success in having reviewers accept the 
invitation. Even still, many reviewers decline the invitation or never reply. If you have identified 
alternate reviewers, this saves time if reviewers decline. EM will notify you if the paper does not 



have enough reviewers, after any alternates have been exhausted. If this happens, you should find 
and invite more reviewers or consider assigning yourself as a reviewer.  

If a reviewer agrees to review, but does not complete the review by the deadline, it can be helpful for 
you to send them a personal email explaining how important their review is. You are also able to 
extend review deadlines if requested by the reviewer.  

The reviews are back 

What’s in the review? 

Each review includes the components shown in the table below. It is important to keep in mind that 
authors will only see the comments to the authors.  

Component of review 
Shared with 

authors? 
Answers to questions about the reviewer No 
Numeric scores (1-5) for manuscript rating 
questions No 

An overall recommendation  
(Accept with no changes, Revise, or Reject) No 

Comments to the authors Yes 
Confidential comments to the editor No 

  
The manuscript rating questions are:  

1. Narrative is clear and easy to understand. 
2. Abstract clearly communicates the scope and outcome of the study. 
7. Methodology is sufficiently explained for a knowledgeable reader to repeat the study 
8. Methodology is technically sound 
9. Data are valid and contribute to the findings 
6. Conclusions are valid and properly supported 
4. Existing research is adequately reviewed and used to identify this paper’s contribution 
3. Tables and figures are clear and contribute meaningfully to the paper. 
5. Findings are compared to existing research 
10. The paper contributes to methodological and/or theoretical advances in the field/topic. 
11. The paper provides substantive empirical contributions to the field/topic. 
12. The paper has specific applications to or advances practice or policy. 
13. The paper’s contributions noted in Q 10, 11, or 12 are clearly articulated. 
1=strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree.  

 

Are the reviews adequate? 

TRR prefers that you have three quality reviews to make a decision. However, we do allow editors to 
make decisions with only two quality reviews.  



A quality review of a submission (that has not been reviewed before) should include written 
comments that do the following: 

• Do more than describe what the paper did. 
• Assess the quality of the substance of the paper. 
• Substantiate low numeric scores. 
• Provide suggestions on how to improve the paper.  
• Do more than comment on non-substantive issues, such as wording mistakes and 

formatting 

Reviews that include no comments or only non-substantive comments, even with the quantitative 
scores, are not adequate. It is extremely rare for a paper that has not undergone any prior review to 
not have room for improvement. Also be wary of reviews that have the same score for every 
manuscript rating criterion. 

If you do not have at least two quality reviews, invite a new reviewer and/or add yourself as a 
reviewer.  

Interpreting the reviews 

Your job as the editor is to read the reviews carefully and with a critical eye, both the numeric 
scores and the comments. Here are some things to consider: 

• Confirm that the points are valid. Look at the parts of the paper the comments refer to to 
confirm their validity. Reviewers are not always perfect. Do not assume they are correct.  

• Do not rely on the reviewer’s overall recommendation of Revise, Accept, etc. This 
recommendation may not match the comments. For example, some reviewers recommend 
Accept, but have lots of substantive comments. Others say Revise, but their comments 
support a Reject decision. You need to use a combination of all parts of the review to make 
your decision. 

• Note conflicting comments between reviewers. In such cases, your job is to interpret 
which comments are valid and provide appropriate direction to the authors.  

• Consider the expertise of the reviewer in interpreting their comments.  
• Pay attention to comments about the contribution the paper makes. This is an 

important factor in deciding whether the paper should be rejected or eventually accepted. 
Some reviewers may have a narrow definition of what makes a contribution. You need to 
exercise your judgment on the contribution. 

• Note comments that conflict with TRR policies. For example, some reviewers will 
recommend against using first person in the writing. However, this is acceptable in TRR and 
is particularly helpful in avoiding passive voice when describing methods. Some reviewers 
dismiss review papers as “no new research.” TRR encourages the publication of strong 
review papers as a way to advance the field and inform practice and policy.  

• Confidential comments to the editor. Pay attention to these. Some reviewers will only 
include comments to the editor and not to the authors. Sometimes this is a mistake. If this 
happens and if the comments are clearly written as if they were intended for the authors, 
you may edit the decision letter to copy the comments into the section where the reviewer 



comments should appear. Otherwise, you should not share these comments with the 
authors. What is more common is for reviewers to be more direct in their opinion of the 
paper in these comments compared to comments to the authors. You may draw from and 
paraphrase confidential reviewer comments, if necessary, when providing additional 
justification for your decision.  

• Citation boosting. Be on the lookout for reviewers suggesting the authors cite papers that 
they authored. If this happens, check to confirm that the suggested papers are appropriate. 
If not, you can remove that portion of the reviewer’s comment. Alternatively, you can inform 
the authors that they are not required to include references that reviewers suggest. It is also 
good practice to provide feedback to the reviewer that it is not appropriate to recommend 
including their papers when not directly relevant.  

Generally, you should not edit or remove reviewer comments. In addition to the exception when the 
reviewer inappropriately asks authors to cite their papers, you can edit or remove reviewer 
comments that are rude or inappropriate.  

Making a decision 

Your next step is to make a decision on the paper, which will be reviewed by the Editor-in-Chief or 
an Associate Editor. In making your decision, consider all of the input from the reviewers, not just 
their overall recommendation. 

When to recommend Reject: 

• The shortcomings cannot not be resolved through editing and additional narrative, e.g., they 
would require new data collection. Note that new analysis of the data is often a reasonable 
revision.  

• Fundamental flaws in the conceptual model or theory that drives the research. 
• Fundamental flaws in how the research was designed.  
• The methods are inappropriate or have other serious limitations. Note that sometimes 

simple methods are perfectly adequate for the research question and data. More 
sophisticated methods do not always yield more insightful results. 

• The results are not significant or meaningful; they are unlikely to impact research or 
practice. Note that “null” results are often significant and meaningful.  

When to recommend Revise: 

• The paper can be revised to be a strong paper, with an impact on research and/or 
practice/policy.  

When to recommend Accept: 

• Rarely is a paper good enough to accept after a single round of review without revision. 
• This may happen with a paper that was reviewed and revised from the Annual Meeting.  

When to recommend Accept after a paper has been revised: 

• When you believe that the paper satisfies all of the manuscript rating questions. 
• When there are no remaining comments from reviewers that need to be addressed.  



When to recommend Accept with Minor Revisions: 

• If the only valid comments from reviewers are not substantive, e.g., typos, minor wording 
issues, formatting, etc. Papers that are Accepted with Minor Revisions are not reviewed 
again by an editor.  

If you choose Accept, but one or more reviewers provide comments that suggest further revisions, 
you need to provide clear directions to the authors that they do not need to revise the paper to 
respond to those comments. Otherwise, if the comments are minor, choose Accept with Minor 
Revisions. 

Decision letters include your name and your editor role (except for Desk Reject letters). You should 
not remove your name without consulting with the AE or EIC. 

Editor comments to the authors 

When you make a decision about the paper, think about the decision letter the authors will receive. 
If you were the author and received the letter, would you understand why the decision was made? 
Would you know how to revise the paper?  

Authors only see the reviewer and editor comments to the authors. They do not see the overall 
recommendation or numerical scores from the reviewers. The decision letter will only include the 
decision and the comments from the editor and reviewers to the authors. Therefore, before 
finalizing your decision, consider how well the decision matches the comments the authors will 
see. Reviewers are often very polite in comments to the authors, even when they feel strongly the 
paper should be rejected. If the comments do not appear to justify the decision (most likely 
when the decision is Reject), you need to add comments from the editor to the authors 
explaining the decision. 

It is also useful for the editor to make comments to the authors in other situations, such as: 

• Explaining how to deal with conflicting comments between reviewers. 
• Noting when a reviewer’s comments may not be necessary to address. This might happen, 

for example, if the reviewer has misinterpreted the paper or they are asking for changes that 
you think are not reasonable. 

• Additional comments from you on improvements.  

Other things to do: 

• Rate the review. You may enter a 0-100 rating for the review. Review scores are accumulated 
by reviewer. This can be helpful to other editors in selecting reviewers. Reviewers do not see 
their scores.  

• Pay attention to potential conflicts of interest between the authors and their research. This 
might happen, for example, if the authors have a commercial interest in a product or service 
that is central to the research conducted. Such potential conflicts must be declared. If you 
are concerned that there is a conflict of interest, contact the TRR Editorial office 
(trr@nas.edu).  

mailto:trr@nas.edu


What happens next 

After submitting your decision, it will be reviewed by the EIC or an Associate Editor. Most decisions 
are approved. If the decision is Desk Reject or Reject, the EIC sends the decision letter to the 
authors, with blind copies to reviewers. If the decision is Revise or Accept, the TRR Editorial office 
performs a “technical check” in conjunction with the EIC/AE review before the letter is sent to the 
authors.  

If the EIC needs more information before approving the decision, they may ask the HE or AE a 
question. This will normally happen by initiating a Discussion with the editor through EM. You will 
receive an email if this occurs.  

In some cases, the EIC may rescind a decision and send it back to the editor, with an explanation. 
This may occur in the following cases: 

• The editor has recommended Reject, but the reviewer comments and decision letter do not 
clearly support a Reject decision. The EIC will rescind the decision asking the editor to 
provide comments to the authors explaining the decision.  

• The editor did not conduct a thorough review process. Examples: they did not send the 
paper for peer review; there were not two quality reviews; there are conflicts of interest 
among the reviewers. 

• The editor notices that the reviews are inadequate, based on their knowledge of the topic, 
and do not support the decision. 

• It appears that the editor made a mistake. For example, they entered Revise, but there are 
no comments from reviewers or the editor for the authors. 

In very rare cases, the EIC will change a decision without consulting with the editor. This is most 
likely to occur when an editor chooses Reject, but did not send the paper for peer review. In such 
cases the decision should be Desk Reject.  

A revised paper is back 

If you entered a Revise decision, and the authors revise and resubmit the paper, you will be notified 
when the revised paper is ready for your review.  

Read the responses to the reviewers and review the highlighted revisions.  

In most cases, you should send it back to the same reviewers for re-review. Only omit a reviewer if 
you do not think their review was appropriate or had other flaws.  

You can add a new reviewer, but this is only recommended when: 

• you do not think the original reviews were adequate; 
• one ore more of the original reviewers declines the re-review, there are serious issues with 

the paper, and you want additional expertise; 
• there are strong conflicting opinions that you cannot resolve without another expert; and/or  
• the reviewers lacked necessary expertise.  



Sometimes, particularly after a second round of revisions, an editor can review the edits and 
response to reviewers and make a decision without sending the paper for re-review.  

The reviews are back on a revised paper 

Read the reviews carefully. 

Authors do not need to do everything the reviewers ask for. Reviewers are not perfect. Your job as 
editor is to determine whether the authors have responded adequately, with the reviewer’s input. 

If there are still substantive comments that, if addressed by the authors, you think the paper could 
be accepted, a Revise decision is warranted.  

It is acceptable to reject a paper after a revision when the authors have not adequately improved 
the paper, and you believe it unlikely that it could be improved to be acceptable.  

The authors are challenging a decision 

Some authors of rejected papers will challenge the decision. As the Handling Editor, you may be 
asked by the TRR editorial office to help respond to such requests.  

What if you don’t know what to do? 

Reach out to the Associate Editor that assigned you the paper and/or the EIC if you… 

• are having a difficult time making a decision on a paper and want another opinion 
• are struggling with finding reviewers and think the AE or EIC might have ideas 
• if an author contacts you directly challenging a decision 

Reach out to the TRR editorial office (trr@nas.edu) if you… 

• need help with the mechanics of EM  
• suspect plagiarism, ethical issues, or other misconduct 
• have questions about submission policies 
• have a question about potential conflict of interest 

Timeliness 

Please do your best to meet deadlines. Long timelines discourage authors from submitting to TRR.  

Inform TRR when you are unavailable to accept new assignments, such as when you are on 
vacation or have temporary commitments that restrict your availability. 
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Ethics Guidelines 
When you join the TRR editorial board, you will be asked to complete an ethics training course.   

As a TRR Editor, you are expected to maintain the confidentiality of the review process, ensure the 
transparency of and respect for the academic record, and be transparent about real or apparent 
competing interests. 

The National Academies, TRB, and Sage are committed to upholding the integrity of the work we 
review and publish. The value of our efforts relies upon everyone involved acting ethically. The 
ethics training module is intended to give a broad overview and is not exhaustive. We encourage our 
editors to refer to the Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE) website for more information. 

 

 

  

https://publicationethics.org/guidance/discussion-document/handling-conflicts-interest


Editorial Manager Guides 
Setting and Updating Your Profile 
Updating Your Profile 

Once you’ve logged in, find your name in the upper right corner of the screen – it will have a 
downward facing arrow at the end.  Click on it and then press Update My Information. 

 

 

This will take you to a screen with several areas you can update, as broken down below.  Any item 
that is in red and has an asterisk next to it is required and must be filled out before you can save. 

 

Login Information 

If you want to change your Username or Password, this is where you do it.  You can also set your 
Default Login Role here if you like. 



 

Personal Information 

Make updates to your name/title/etc as needed in this section.  You can also add and verify your 
ORCID if you have one.  There’s also a section to set up Alternate Contact Information when 
applicable. 

One thing to note – you can have more than one email address attached to your account.  We 
suggest you have a secondary email address listed, in case your primary address filters emails from 
the EM system into a junk folder. 

 



Institution Related Information 

You can list profession related information here – your position title, institution (or workplace), 
department, etc. 

 

Areas of Interest or Expertise 

This area contains both the classifications that help define your expertise as an editor and reviewer 
and any personal keywords included with your profile. 

Click on Select Personal Classifications to further define your expertise as a reviewer. 

 

Select only those classifications that reflect your ability to handle/review papers on that subject 
and click Add. 



 

Review your selections and click Submit. 

 

Scroll down to the bottom of the screen and click Submit to save all your changes. 

  



Setting Reviewer Preferences 
The first time you go into the Invite Reviewers section of Editorial Manager, you should take a 
moment to set your reviewer preferences along the left side of the screen. 

 

On the “My Suggest Reviewer Preferences” page, you should tell Editorial Manager to exclude 
people from the same institution as the corresponding author.  This would be a conflict of interest.  
You can also exclude people from the same city and anyone that does not have any matches to the 
classification matches. 

Note: This only affects the results when you use the “Suggest Reviewer” search for reviewers and 
the corresponding author. Therefore, you should continue to check reviewer affiliations carefully, 
compared to all of the authors. 

The second section sets up how you want the results to be sorted.  Enter numbers 1-7 in the boxes 
next to the criteria to indicate rank order of importance.  Click “Submit” to save your changes. 



 

 



The “My Reviewer Display Preferences” page contains two sections.  In the first section, use the 
radio button to select the option for how classifications are displayed: 1. Show only Classification 
matches with manuscript, 2. Supress Classifications, 3. Show all Personal Classifications for the 
Reviewer candidate. 

In the second section, define how the system should sort the results list: Enter numbers 1 – 5 in the 
boxes next to the criteria to indicate rank order of importance.  Click Submit when done. 

 

  



Setting Unavailable Dates 
Once you’ve logged in, find your name in the upper right corner of the screen – it will have a 
downward facing arrow at the end.  Click on it and then press Update My Information. 

 

 

Scroll down to “Additional Information” near the bottom of the screen.  Click on the button that 
says, “Unavailable Dates”. 

 

This screen will show any previous unavailable dates, along with a link to set new unavailable 
dates. 



 

Click on “Add New Unavailable Date” to add the dates you will be unavailable to take on papers. 

 

If there are other editors you would recommend taking on papers that may otherwise have been 
assigned to you, you can list them in the Substitute Information section.  Press “Submit” once 
you’ve filled in the dates and reason for unavailability. 



 

This is what it looks like after you add dates.  If you need to edit it after adding, you should click the 
“Edit” link in the right column.  Press the “Close” button once you’ve finished adding your dates.  



Accepting/Declining Invitations 
You’ll receive an email with a link to accept or decline the invitation to handle a paper, along with 
the abstract of the paper.  The invitations will also show up in your Editor To-Do list when you log 
into Editorial Manager. 

 

When you click on New Invitations, you’ll see all of your current invitations.  From here, you’ll be 
able to view the submission, initiate a discussion with another editor, agree to handle the paper or 
decline to handle the paper. 

 

If you decline the assignment, you will have the chance to provide a reason why.  Please let us know 
why you’re declining.  And if you have a suggestion for another editor that might be a better fit, tell 
us that as well. 

 

When you accept an invitation, the paper will move to your New Assignments folder where you can 
review the paper details and invite reviewers. 



What to do when you’ve agreed to handle a paper 
Log into Editorial Manager as an Editor.  Click on New Assignments on your Main Menu. 

 

Under Action Links, click Details screen. 

 

The Details screen provides some key information you should review before inviting reviewers.  

• Review the authors and their affiliations. Do not invite reviewers from the same institution 
as any of the authors.  

• Review the classifications. These were chosen by the authors. Some authors may have 
missed classifications that could be particularly useful in finding reviewers. You can add or 
remove classifications for the paper from the main menu under Classifications.  



• There may be submission flags to look for. Hover over the flag to see what it means. The 
telephone flag is for papers submitted through the Annual Meeting. There are flags for 
special collections and other topics,  

 

• There is also a link to initiate a discussion. You can use this to ask the EIC, the associate 
editor, or the TRR publications staff a question about the paper. Using this option (vs. Email) 
will connect the discussion with the paper for easy reference later.  

• If the paper is an Annual Meeting paper, scroll down to the bottom of the Details screen to 
find a link to view the transferred information, which will include the reviews. 

 

  



Inviting Reviewers 

How to Invite Reviewers  
Log into Editorial Manager as an Editor.  Click on New Assignments on your Main Menu. 

 

Click Invite Reviewers under Action Links when you are ready to look for reviewers. 

 

For a new submission, there are four options for searching for reviewers: 

1. My Publication 
• If you identified potential reviewers by name (e.g., through the paper’s references, a 

search of Google Scholar or other database), use the My Publication option to 
search by name. This is probably the best/quickest way to search for reviewers. 

2. Personal Classifications 



• Searching by Personal Classification allows you to select classifications to use as 
search criteria.  This method is currently not as useful because it limits you to 5 
classifications max and the way the TRR classifications are organized, selecting one 
of the nested terms can take up all 5 slots. 

3. Suggest Reviewers 
• Using the “Suggest Reviewers” search depends on how you’ve set up your “My 

Suggest Reviewer Preferences”, as shown in the guide above. 
4. Classification Matches.  

• The Classification Matches search will allow you to look for reviewers whose listed 
classifications match those of the submission.  You’ll be able to select which 
specific classifications you want to look for from this screen. 

 

Place a check in the box labeled “Inv.” next to each reviewer you wish to invite to review the paper. 
Checking the box under “Alt.” will have the system note them as an alternate reviewer in case an 
invited reviewer declines to review. 

 

If a reviewer has classification matches with the paper, that will show up in the Classifications 
column, as seen above. Once you have selected the reviews you want to invite, scroll to the bottom 
of the screen and press Proceed. 



 

You can customize the invitation letter by pressing customize (you’ll have to do this for each 
individual letter) or just send the default letter. 
 
You can also update the due date for the review if needed.  
 

Press “Confirm Selections and Proceed” 

 

You’ll receive confirmation that the reviewers have been invited. Selecting “Back to New 
Assignments” will take you back to your list of papers to continue inviting reviewers. 

  



Setting Up Alternate Reviewers 
As you are inviting reviewers, you should also consider setting up some alternate reviewers as well.  
This means that if one of the 3-5 originally invited reviewers decline, the system would then invite 
the next ‘alternate’ reviewer, keeping the review process moving. 

On the inviting reviewers screen, instead of placing a check in the box under “Inv.” You would check 
the box labeled as “Alt.”  You can set up as many alternate reviewers as you like. 

 

 

You can do this at the same time as you are selecting which reviewers to invite.  



How to View Transferred Annual Meeting/Committee Reviews 
On the Details link for a paper, at the bottom of the screen under “Transfer Information”, click 
the link “View Transferred Information.” This opens a window that shows the complete history 
of the paper from the TRB Annual Meeting site, including the SPO, Committee PRC that handled 
it, and the reviewer information. 
 

 
In some cases, a reviewer may have elected not to include their name and/or review 
when the paper transferred. If this is the case, you will be unable to invite them to re- 
review. 

 
 
If a reviewer agreed to share their review, you will be able to see how they responded to the 
custom review questions, their responses to the manuscript rating questions, and the reviewer 
comments to both the authors and editors. 
 

Inviting Annual Meeting Reviewers 
The Editorial Manager system for TRR is completely separate from the one used for the Annual 
Meeting. Therefore, the reviewer pools are not the same. If you want to use reviewers that reviewed 
the paper for the Annual Meeting, find their name using the View Transferred Information link at the 
bottom of the Details screen. Then search by their name under the “My Publication” search type. If 
you do not see their name, you can add them by following the instructions for registering a new 
reviewer (shown below). 

 

  



Registering a New Reviewer 
From your New Assignments folder, click on “Invite Reviewers” 
 

 
 
On the next page, on the left side of the screen, you’ll want to click on “Register and Select New 
Reviewer” if you know the reviewer is not currently in the Editorial Manager system.  Do Not do this 
if they are in the system with an outdated email address – send an email to trr@nas.edu if the email 
address needs to be updated. 
 

 
 

mailto:trr@nas.edu


If you have searched for the reviewer and do not find them, you will find the “Register and Select 
New Reviewer” link at the top of the page. 
 

 
 
Once you’ve clicked the link, you will need to put in the email address for the reviewer and press 
“Proceed” 
 

 
 
Editorial Manager checks to make sure the address is not currently registered in the system and will 
alert you if it’s currently in use.  If it is not in use, it will then prompt you to fill out some basic 
information for the individual.  The minimum requirement is their first and last name, and the 
country they are in.  Once you’ve filled that out, you can press “Register User and Send Letter”. 
 



 
 

 
 

The next page will allow you to preview the letter before it is sent.  You can add additional text to the 
letter if you wish. Make sure that you do not remove any of the links/information in the letter when 
you do so.  Once you’ve sent the letter, the system will take you to Reviewer Candidates page, with 
text that mentions you’ve successfully registered the user.  Proceed as normal to invite them to 
review the paper.  

  



How to Extend a Due Date in Editorial Manager  
Log-in as an editor. Find the submission that you need to extend the due date on and click on 
Details. 

 

Scroll down to the list of Reviewers and find the reviewer you want to extend the due date for – 
change the date in the box labeled “Date Review Due.” 

 

Save and close once you’re done updating. The reviewer is sent an email notifying them of the 
update once this is done. 

 

  



Inviting Reviewers to Review a Revised Paper 
To send a revised paper back to the original reviewer, use the Previous Reviewers option from the 
Assign Reviewers menu. 

 

Once you click the “Previous Reviewers” tab on the Assign Reviewers menu, you’ll see a list of the 
previous reviewers, their email addresses, and previous recommendations.  You can also view their 
reviews from this page.  Click the “Select from Previous Reviewers” button. 

 

You can then check off the reviewer you wish to invite, as normal.  This page will also tell you which 
reviewer each person listed was for the paper. 

 

 



Scroll to the bottom of the page and press “Proceed” 

 

If you want to send the reviewers copies of the previous reviews, check the box next to the reviewer 
name to the left.  You can also customize the invitation to the reviewer by clicking on the Customize 
link under “Reviewer Invitation” and you can adjust the due date for the review here as well. 

 Otherwise, press “Confirm Selections and Proceed” – the invitations will be sent out once you have 
done so. 

  



How to Unassign a Reviewer 
Locate the paper that the reviewer needs to be unassigned from and in the Action column, click on 
“Invite Reviewers”. 

 

On the next screen, there is an area that says, “Review Status” and under that “Invited Reviewers” 
and “Alternate Reviewers”.  You will need to click “Unassign Reviewer” next to the reviewer that you 
wish to remove from the paper. 

 

This will pop-up a window that allows you to send a Custom or Default letter to the person being 
unassigned.  The reviewer is removed once the letter is sent. 

 

  



How to Terminate Reviewer Assignments  
Find the paper that you wish to take action on. Then click “Submit Editor’s Decision and 
Comments” in the Action column. 

 

On the next screen, you’ll see the button “Terminate Outstanding Assignments and Proceed” at the 
top of the screen, under the paper title. Press it. 

 

The system will show you a list of reviewers that have not completed their reviews, so their 
assignments need to be terminated. You will need to press the “Yes” button to continue. 

 

The system prompts you to notify the reviewers that their reviews are no longer needed. We 
recommend that you send the letters out. If you wish to customize a letter for a specific reviewer, 
you would click the “Customize” link in the right hand column for the row containing their name. 

Otherwise, you can just send out the default letters by pressing “Terminate and Send All Letters.” 



 

 

The next screen confirms that the emails were sent out. From there, you will press “Proceed to 
Submit Editor’s Decision and Comments.” You would then follow the normal steps for entering your 
decision. 

 

  



How to Re-open a Review in Editorial Manager 
Find the paper with the review that needs to be re-opened.  Click on “View Reviews and 
Comments”. 

 

Click on the recommendation term of the review that you need to re-open.   

 

Another window will open with the reviewer comments and ratings.  At the top of the window, you’ll 
see a button that says “Re-open Review” – press this. 

 

A pop-up warning will appear, asking if you’re sure you want to re-open the review.   Press “Ok”. 

 



You’ll have the opportunity to send a letter to the reviewer letting them know it has been re-opened.  
Feel free to customize the letter if desired.  After you confirm the selection and send the letter, the 
review has been re-opened, and the reviewer once again has access to it. 

  



Viewing Reviews/Comments and Ratings 
Log into your Editor Main Menu and click on “Submissions with Required Reviews Complete” to see 
all papers that have the required number of completed reviews. 

 

In the Action column, click on “View Reviews and Comments” for the paper you want to work on. 

 

This will open the “View Reviews and Comments for Manuscript” screen in a new window.   

Click on the recommendation term to see each individual review.  This screen will show you the 
reviewer recommendation term, their answers to the custom review questions and their responses, 
as well as their comments to the editor (you) and the comments for the author. 



 

  



Entering Decisions 

Criteria for Desk Rejection  
To lessen the burden on reviewers and to avoid having authors revise papers 
unlikely to be published, we recommend you decline papers with the following 
issues: 

• Findings do not contribute to the current practice or literature 
• Findings that are purely descriptive in content 
• Repetition of well-established findings 
• Focus of study too narrow to be applied elsewhere 
• Writing that cannot be easily understood 
• Topics outside the scope of the Transportation Research Board 
• Inappropriate or offensive language 
• Endorsement or promotion of a commercial product 
• Unclear or confusing paper organization 
• Excessive length and rambling narrative 

If you choose to Desk Reject a paper, please provide a brief rationale for the 
Author. 
  



How to Desk Reject a Paper  
From your Editor Main Menu, go to New Assignments.  Only papers in this folder are eligible for 
Desk Rejection (Rejection without Review). 

 

Open the Details page to see the paper abstract and other information. 

 

Once you’ve looked over the information in the Details page, if you feel that the paper falls under 
the Criteria for Desk Rejection or is otherwise not up to the standards for being sent out to review, 
you can choose to Desk Reject it.  



 

Close the Details window and click on “Submit Editor’s Decision and Comments” in the Action 
column to begin the Desk Rejection process. 

 

 

In the decision dropdown, select “Desk Reject” and then scroll down to the “Comments to Author” 
text box. 

 

You must include the reason why you are rejecting the paper without review for the authors, so that 
they have some feedback. 

 



Once you have entered this information, scroll down to the Proceed button.  

 

The next page will give you a summary of the information you entered on the previous page.  If you 
need to make any changes, press “Back”.  Otherwise, press “Proceed”. 

 

The next screen allows you to look at the full letter that will go out to the authors.  Look it over, make 
sure everything appears as you want and then press “Send Now”.  This will send the decision to the 
authors and close the paper in the system. 

 

You’ll receive a confirmation screen stating the letter has been emailed to the authors and final 
disposition set to “Reject.” 

 

From here, you can return to your main menu and continue processing papers. 
  



Decision Overview  
When you submit a decision in Editorial Manager, you will see the following options: 

 
 
This guide breaks down when each decision should be used. 
 
New Submissions 
1. Desk Reject – this option is for papers that fall under the Criteria for Desk Reject and have not 
undergone peer review for publication. You must include some comments to the authors 
indicating why you are rejecting the paper without review. 
2. Reject – if after obtaining 2 (or more) reviews on a paper, you feel that a paper is not of 
publication quality and revision would not bring it up to the TRR standards, you would select this 
decision. 
3. Revise – this option is used for papers that have undergone peer review and you feel that with 
revision, the paper would be closer to publication quality. Revised papers can be sent back out 
for another round of review to continue refining the paper. 
4. Accept with Minor Revision – this option is used for papers (mostly previously committee 
reviewed) that have undergone peer review for publication and you feel like they only need some 
minor edits to be worthy of publication. Papers that receive this decision are not sent back to you 
when the revised paper come in and are instead accepted and sent on to SAGE for publication. 
 
Revised Submissions 
You can tell a paper is a revised paper by the appearance of R# at the end of the manuscript 
number. 
The number after the R indicates what round of revision the paper is on – R1 means it is the first 
revision of the paper. 
 
1. Accept – if the authors have made revisions in accordance with the reviewer comments and any 
comments that you made on the previous version, and you feel that the paper does not need 
further refining, select this decision. 
2. Accept with Minor Revision – this option is used for papers that have undergone peer review 
and you feel like they only need some minor edits to be worthy of publication. Papers that 
receive this decision are not sent back to you when the revised paper come in, and are instead 
accepted and sent on to SAGE for publication. 



3. Revise – if after the revision comes in, there are still areas you (or the reviewers, if you send it 
out for re-review) feel need improvement, you would select the Revise decision again. 
4. Reject – if a paper comes back in but the revision has not improved the quality, or it appears that 
further revision will not bring it up to publication quality, please select this decision. 
  



How to Submit a Decision  
Log in to your Editor Main Menu.  In the Editor ‘To-Do’ List, click on Submissions with Required 
Reviews Complete to see all your papers that have reached the number of required reviews. 

 

Click on Submit Editor’s Decision and Comments. 

 

You’ll need to select your recommendation term from the Decision drop-down menu. 



 

 

There’s a list of relevant links under the decision dropdown.  You can view the Review Question 
Responses by clicking on those links.  You can find more information on them in the Viewing 
Reviews/Comments and Ratings guide. 

Below the links you’ll see a table with the reviewers and their recommendations.  If you click on the 
recommendation term, you can see the full review that the reviewer provided. 

 

Further down the page, you’ll see a text box titled Confidential Comments to Editor.  Any comments 
the reviewers included here are solely for you.  They should not be shared with the authors. 



 

Below that is the Comments to Author text box.  You’ll see a blank box – this is for any comment you 
want to include for the authors. 

 

After that is a section labeled Individual Reviewer Comments to Author (Editor’s Copy).  This is 
where each individual reviewer comments appear.  If there is an inappropriate comment, 
unchecking the box next to the reviewer name will remove it from the decision letter.  Please be 
cautious when using this ability – it should only be used in extreme circumstances. 

 



At the bottom of the screen, you will find responses from each reviewer to the review questions.   

 

There are also some Editor Review questions that you must answer before you can proceed with 
submitting your review.  They are on a 1-5 scale, 1=Strongly disagree to 5=Strongly agree. This rating 
should be based on the current state of the paper.   

 

 

Press the Proceed button when you are ready to submit your recommendation. 

 



The next page gives a summary of the comments on the previous page.  Press Proceed again to 
continue submitting your recommendation. 

 

This next screen will allow you to edit the recommendation letter before it goes to the EIC/editorial 
staff.  There is a draft template in place, so you can add any additional text as needed.  When done, 
you can “Preview Letter” and then “Submit Decision with Draft Letter”. 

 

When complete, you’ll see an acknowledgement screen that thanks you for submitting a Decision 
on Manuscript #XX-XXXX.  You can then either go back to the main menu or return to the 
Submissions with Required Reviews Complete folder to work on the next paper. 



Rating Reviews/Reviewers 
You will be able to rate the quality of the reviews you receive on a paper you are handling when you 
are submitting your decision.  It is optional, but it can be helpful in the future as editors are looking 
to invite reviewers.  The reviewers will not see these ratings, they are for internal use only. 

 

Click on “Submit Editor’s Decision and Comments”.  On the next page, after the reviewer 
comments to author, there is a section titled “Review Ratings”. 

 

The names of each reviewer that completed a review for this version of the paper will appear here 
and includes their reviewer number as well.  You’ll be able to enter a number from 1-100 in the 
boxes next to their names.  1 is the lowest, and 100 is the highest.  You should select a number on 
the scale that you feel is an accurate representation of the quality of the review.  

Once you’ve entered your ratings, you can continue with submitting your decision recommendation 
as normal.  



 

Initiating Discussions 
On the paper that you wish to discuss with other editors, click the “Initiate Discussion” link in the 
Action column on the left. 
 

 
 
In the window that opens, there are two fields “Topic” and “Initial Comments”.  You will need to fill 
in both fields.  Topic should be what the discussion is about, and the initial comments are your first 
comments for the discussion, likely expanding on the topic. 

 

The Editor Candidates section is where you invite other editors to the discussion.  You can look 
through the list or search by last name to find the editors you wish to invite to the discussion.  Place 
a check mark next to the editor(s) that you wish to invite in the Select column on the left. 

 

You can invite multiple editors at the same time. 



 

Once you’ve selected the editors to participate in the discussion, you can either start the 
discussion without sending emails or you can customize the letters to your invited editors.  We 
strongly encourage sending customized letters to notify editors about the discussion. 

 

Once the discussion has been started, you and the other invited editors will be able to see these 
submissions on your Editor Main Menu, in the area “Submissions with Active Discussions.”  This 
page contains all of the discussions that you have been invited to/started.  If there are 
discussions/comments you have not yet seen, there will be a blue circle with the number of unread 
comments next to this link. 

 

 

Clicking on that link will show you a list of all of the submissions with open discussions that are you 
involved in.  You’ll need to click the “Discussions” link next to a specific submission to see the 
discussions for that submission. 

 

The Discussions link for a specific submission will open a page with all of the discussions for that 
paper.  If a paper has more than one active discussion, it would be shown here.   



 

Clicking on “View” will open the screen below.  There’s a “Comments:” area, you would add any 
comments you have here – pressing the “Post” button when ready to submit them.  On the right 
side, you will see the comments already posted, with the name of the participant that posted it and 
the date it was posted.   

At the bottom of the screen, you can see a list of the current participants.  And if you need to add 
additional editors after the discussion is created, you can do so by pressing the “Add Participants” 
button. 



 

The person that initiated the discussion can select “Conclude Discussion” at any time to close the 
discussion.  All comments made will be saved an accessible via the Discussions link in the Actions 
column of that paper, but new comments cannot be added after that. 
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