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Poster Peer Reviews

After the submission deadline, 
Carmen will randomly assign 

you THREE posters to review. You 
must complete ALL three poster 
reviews in order to receive credit 

for this assignment. 



How to Complete Peer Reviews

Locate review assigned to you on the Carmen 
homepage under your “To-Do” list and your 

notifications in your Dashboard.



Locate these students in your Session at the Poster 
Symposium. Thoroughly read their poster. Ask them 

questions. 



How to Complete Peer Reviews 

Once you select the student’s name to review, their poster PDF 
will appear. Review these now. After you have reviewed their 

assignments, use the Peer Review Questions on the next slide 
to leave a comment. SAVE YOUR COMMENT.



You MUST answer ALL the questions (A-D) shown in 
the next slides as you write your peer reviews.  
Your comments should NOT be a one or two-word 
response, but rather should be complete sentences 
that are thorough and detailed in the feedback that 
they provide.  You should describe BOTH what the 
author did well and what the author needs to improve 
upon in her/his writing.  

In total, your peer review should be at least 250 
words in length. 



A. Intellectual Impact of the Poster 

1. How well does the poster function as a piece of writing (i.e. quality of language, explanation of issue, description of 
methods, voice)? 

2. Is the poster scientifically accurate, how has the author demonstrated this to the reader? 
3. Does the design, flow and the creativity of the poster encourage learning? 

B. Broader Impact of the Poster 

1. How well does the poster function as a piece of teaching (i.e. quality of pedagogy, clarity of explanations)?  Does the 
poster tell an organized and detailed story that teaches you something new?  Is the poster too general and/or does it 
lack details that would make the content more educational or easier to understand?   

2. Does the poster contain all the necessary components needed to describe the story (i.e., introduction, material & 
methods, results and discussion) or are things missing that could enhance the story and what element(s) is missing? 

C. Technical Details of the Poster 

1. Has the author included at least ten sources and at least 6 from primary journals? 
2. Has the author included at least 4 high-quality figures?  Did the author provide a reference for each and every figure?  

Did the author provide a figure caption for every figure? Does the author include an original figure? Could the figures be 
improved, if so how can they be improved? 

3. Has the author properly referenced their sources of data and information throughout their poster and if not where in the 
poster did they fail to do this? 

D.  Summary of your Review 
    Based on your answers above, what is your final recommendation and why have you come to this conclusion? 

1. Publish the poster in its current state (the poster is excellent).  It should be noted that this recommendation is very rarely 
given.  

2. Publish the poster with minor revisions (the poster is very good).  
3. Publish the poster after major revisions are made to it (the poster is good).  The poster is in good shape but the author 

needs to complete a substantial amount of work before it is ready for publication.  This work could include major 
changes required to fix figures and tables, or major changes required to fix large portions of the text.   



How to Complete Peer Reviews

Once you save your 
comment, your review 
is complete! Be sure 
to double check your 
review because you 

WILL NOT be able to 
edit or change your 

review once you 
have submitted it. 



POOR 
REVIEW 

EXCELLENT  
REVIEW

VS.



Here are some 
points to 
consider when 
providing a 
successful, 
constructive 
review of a 
scientific poster.



Point #1

 ▪ Do:  The introduction 
presented most of the 
information needed to tell a 
complete story.  However, it 
would have been nice to see a 
map in the introduction to 
know more about the location. 

 ▪ Do NOT:  Your introduction 
was really bad because parts 
were missing.

1. Be 
CONSTRUCTIVE 
in your 
comments.



Point #2

2. Direct your 
comments at 
the poster 
and NOT at 
the author. 

 ▪ Do:  The data presented in 
figure 1 is confusing because 
it was difficult to know which 
line is sample 1 and which 
line is sample 2.  I would 
recommend that you use a 
solid black line for sample 1 
and a dotted black line for 
sample 2.   

 ▪ Do NOT:  You did an awful 
job presenting the data in 
figure 1.



Point #3

3. Be specific 
with your 
comments.

 ▪ Do:  Table 1 was an effective table at showing how 
the concentration of Toxin A increased from 1980 
to 1990.  These data were important to 
understanding how Toxin A bioaccumulated in the 
river trout.   

 ▪ Do NOT:  Table 1 was good. 

Comments about spelling, grammar, word structure 
are o.k. but this is NOT the main purpose of conducing 
a scientific review of a manuscript.  The main function 
of the reviewer (i.e., you) is to study the data, graphs, 
tables, methods, results, discussion that are presented 
in the manuscript or poster and determine if it is 
scientifically sound, if it is a creative piece of work, if it 
is novel, if it enhances our understanding and, 
ultimately, if it is worthy of publication.  



Point #4

 4. Your review 
should be 
unbiased and 
focus on the 
data that is 
presented. 

This is a SCIENTIFIC 
review.  Do NOT mix in 
politics, religion, 
culture, opinions, etc. with 
your review.  The poster 
should be about data, 
science, engineering and 
the review should focus on 
data, science and 
engineering.



For example, a 
brother and sister 
should NOT review 
each others 
posters.  

5. Make sure 
that you do 
NOT have a 
conflict of 
interest. 

Point #5



Grading

 You will be graded on the quality of your peer 
reviews. You MUST answer ALL the questions (A-D in 

previous slide) as you write your comments. Your 
comments should NOT be a one or two word 

response, but rather should be complete sentences 
that are thorough and detailed in the feedback that 

they provide. You should describe BOTH what the 
author did well and what the author needs to improve 

upon in her/his writing.  In total, your peer review should 
be at least 400 words in length. 



Need More Help?

If these instructions are still unclear: 

FIRST: Review the Carmen Guide for Peer Reviews 

Then, if you still have questions email us at 
OSUEnvironment@gmail.com

https://community.canvaslms.com/docs/DOC-10484
mailto:OSUEnvironment@gmail.com

