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The Proceedings of the Oklahoma Academy 
of Sci ence is published by the Oklahoma 
Acad e my of Science. Its editorial policies 
are es tab lished by the Editor and Associate 
Ed i tors, under the gen er al authority of the 
Pub li ca tions Committee. The Editor is ap-
 point ed by the Executive Committee of the 
Acad e my; Associate Editors are ap point ed 
by the Pub li ca tions Committee in con-sul-
tation with the Editor. The suitability for 
publication in the Proceedings of submitted 
manuscripts is judged by the Editor and the 
Associate Ed i tors. 
       All manuscripts must be refereed crit i -
cal ly. The POAS Editors have an obligation to 
the mem ber ship of the Academy and to the 
sci en tifi  c com mu ni ty to insure, as far as pos-
 si ble, that the Pro ceed ings is sci en tifi   cal ly ac-
curate. Expert ref er ee ing is a tested, ef fec tive 
method by which the scientifi c com mu ni ty 
maintains a standard of ex cel lence.  In addi-
tion, expert refereeing fre quent ly helps the 
author(s) to present the results in a clear, con-
cise form that exceeds minimal stan dards. 
       The corresponding author is notifi ed of 
the receipt of a manuscript, and the Editor 
sends  the manuscript to at least two re-
 view ers, anon y mous to the author(s). After 
the initial re view, the Ed i tor either accepts the 
manu script for pub li ca tion, returns it to the 
au thor for clarifi cation or re vi sion, sends it to 
another referee for further re view, or de clines 
the manuscript. 
       A declined manuscript will have had at 
least two reviews, usually more. The Ed i tors 
ex am ine such  manuscripts very care ful ly 
and take full re spon si bil i ty. There are sev-
 er al grounds for de clin ing a manu script: the 
sub stance of the paper may not fall with in the  
scope of the Proceedings; the work may not 
meet the stan dards that the Pro ceed ings strives 
to main tain;  the work may not be complete; 
the experimental evidence may not support 
the conclusion(s) that the author(s) would like 
to draw; the experimental ap proach may be 
equivocal; faulty design or tech nique may vi-
 ti ate the results; or the manu script may not 
make a suffi cient con tri bu tion to the over all 
un der stand ing of the sys tem being stud ied, 
even though the qual i ty of the ex per i men tal 
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work is not in ques tion.
       A combination of these reasons is also 
pos si ble grounds for declining to publish the 
MS. In most cases, the Editors rely on the 
judg ment of the reviewers.

Reviewer’s Responsibilities
We thank the reviewers who contribute so 
much to the quality of these Proceedings.  
They must remain anonymous to assure 
their freedom in making rec om men da tions. 
The re spon si bil i ties or obligations of these 
re view ers are
• Because science depends on peer-re viewed 

publications, every  scientist has an ob li -
ga tion to do a fair share of re view ing. 

• A reviewer who has a confl ict of in ter est or 
a schedule that will not allow rapid com-
 ple tion of the review will quickly re turn the 
manu script; otherwise, the re view will be 
com plet ed and returned prompt ly. 

• A reviewer shall respect the intellectual in-
 de pen dence of the author(s). The re view 
shall be ob jec tive, based on scientifi c mer it 
alone, with out regard to race, religion, 
na tion al i ty, sex, seniority, or institutional 
af fi l i a tion of the author(s).  However, the 
re view er may take into account the re la -
tion ship of a manuscript under consider-
ation to others previously or concurrently 
of fered by the same author(s). 

• A reviewer should not evaluate a manu-
 script by a person with whom the re view er 
has a personal or professional con nec tion 
if the re la tion ship could rea son ably be 
per ceived as infl uencing judg ment of the 
manu script. 

• The manuscript is a confi dential doc u ment.  
If the reviewer seeks an opinion or dis cuss es 
the manu script with another, those con sul -
ta tions shall be revealed to the Ed i tor.

• Reviewers must not use or disclose un-
 pub lished information, arguments, or 
in ter pre ta tions con tained in a manuscript 
under con sid er ation, or in press, without 
the writ ten con sent of the author. 

• Reviewers should explain and support 
their judgments and statements, so both 
the Editor and the author(s) may un der -
stand the basis of their comments.




