Authors Guidelines

Type of Articles: Original Article/Research Article; Review Article; Mini
Review; Letters; Opinions; Perspective, Communications

Font: Arial 11;

References: Numbered References eg., [2] listed in the Body

Title: Title must be short and self explanatory

Author Names & Affiliations: Author Names, Department and University
must be mentioned

Corresponding author: Email Address & Complete address must be
mentioned.

Abstract: Abstract is mandatory for almost all the article types except for
commentaries. The word limit is 300 words maximum. Abstract must be brief
and must explain the summary of the manuscript. Abstract must be citation
free.

Keywords: Try providing at least 3 common keywords.

Introduction: Introduction or Background must be able to provide the base
for the manuscript. It must introduce the main importance of the manuscript.
Citations must be referred numerically in the section

Materials and Methods (Research/Communications): Please list the
materials and methods as per your research experimentation. Necessary
Tables and Figures must be listed in the field

Introduction: Introduction or Background must be able to provide the base
for the manuscript. It must introduce the main importance of the manuscript.
Citations must be referred numerically in the section

Subheadings (Reviews/Perspectives): Necessary Subheadings may be
included as per the manuscript requirement. Citations must be numbered
sequentially

Discussion/Conclusion: This section gist the importance of your findings
or literature study and discuss about the pros and cons of the study
References: All the cited articles need to be mentioned. Author can send
the references in any format providing complete details of cited article.
However, our proof editing team will work on to place the references in our
standard format.

Figures: Figure must be submitted in JPEG, GIFF or TIFF format only. The
figures must have at least 500-600 dpi.

Tables: Tables must be exclusively done in Excel or Table format. No other
JPEG formats are acceptable

Equations: Equations must be formatted only in Math type.

Submission Process

Please follow the below steps for manuscript submission to our journals.

1. Please Register, providing the e-mail address and create your own
password for QUARKS.



2. Then select the Journal QUARKS and click on the Submit Manuscript.
Please enter the login details you have registered with us

3. You may now fill the necessary details: title, abstract, name and
affiliations of all authors (Department and University) and, submit your
manuscript.

4. After the submission you can Log In to the
https://periodicos.ufjf.br/index.php/quarks/login and regularly check the
status of submitted manuscript. Please write to our editorial
staff journal.quarks@ufif.edu.br in case of any technical issues in
submission process

Editor Guidelines

« Editorial position is a voluntary service towards Open Access community

« Main duties of an Editor includes: Review at least 4 manuscripts per annum,
contribute 1-2 manuscripts/Editorials per annum and provide timely
suggestions to improvise Journal standards

e Must perform unbiased review decisions

o Must contact Editorial Office, in case of any competing interest existing

e Must help resolve, the difficult editorial dilemma

e Must maintain honesty since QUARKS is independent, impartial and honest
and any misleading is not entertained

e Must be open and fair while reviewing and assessing the manuscript review
decisions. Partiality will harm the quality of the manuscript

« Editorial integrity and independence is provided to ensure that decisions are
not influenced by other interests, political or commercial pressures or

personal interests

Reviewer Guidelines

o« Why Review Process?

To ensure the originality and validity of the content peer review processing is
conducted.

o The Keynotes before you consider accepting to review


https://periodicos.ufjf.br/index.php/quarks/login

The important criteria you must notice is the level of review you may able to
complete and provide a justified review within the deadline or not.

After you download the paper, read it quickly for an overview; then set it
aside for a day or two to think about it. When you have sufficient time a few
days later, give the manuscript a thorough reading perhaps making notes along
the margins or within the manuscript itself. You may want to set it aside again
for a day or two before preparing your written report.

When preparing your written report you should remember the two roles of a
reviewer:

(1) Make a recommendation to the handling editor. While editors do take reports
seriously, they do not

always accept the recommendation of the reviewers, particularly when two or
more reviewers have diverse opinions.

(2) The reviewer should assist the author in improving his/her manuscript so
that it is acceptable for publication. If the reviewer feels that the manuscript will
not be acceptable for publication even if revised, the reviewer should still make
suggestions to the author for future efforts.

e Provide Step by Step Reviews

Investigate the originality and validity of the content.

Check for the quality of Language and Grammar since it is the foundation to
understand the content.

Indicate both the strength and weakness of the manuscript. This will allow
author understand the Pros and Cons of his work.

Suggest the guidelines to overcome the maijor flaws of the manuscript.
e Make the final recommendation

Accept/ Minor Revision/Major Revision/ Reject

Please provide valid reasons to justify the recommendation.
INITIAL COMMENTS

The first paragraph or two should summarize the paper thus letting the author
know that you have carefully read the paper. An example would be "In this
paper the authors have studied xxxx. The method (technique, approach) used
is xxxx. The results show xxxx."



MAJOR ITEMS

This section should list the major corrections necessary to make the manuscript
acceptable for publication. The section can start with a general statement about
major items lacking such as an adequate description of the methodology or
experimental equipment, insufficient references to provide an adequate
background to the problem being discussed, etc. This should be followed by
individual comments referring to the appropriate line number or paragraph in
the paper.

MINOR ITEMS

This section may include a general paragraph such as "Please identify all
acronyms when they first appear". "Please put the references used in the
proper  format for  this  journal (e.g. Harvard style VS.
numbered references)." The remainder of the minor items should be listed by
paragraph or line number. This would include recommended changes in
sentence structure, misspelled words, a suggested reference addition, etc.

FINAL COMMENT

The final comments may be a summary or a major evaluation. For example if
the reviewer feels the English should be improved, the reviewer should suggest
that the manuscript be edited by someone fluent in written English (assuming
that English is not the native language of the authors). If the reviewer

knows or believes that the author is a young author, words of encouragement
could be included here. Complete references mentioned in the report should be
included here if not embedded in the previous text. The recommendation to the
editor can be included in this section or in a private message to the editor

EVALUATION CRITERIA
MINOR REVISION

Minor revisions are typically changes that might take the author a day or two to
incorporate in the manuscript. These would include perhaps only one major
suggestion in the written review and several minor suggestions. An example of
a single major item that might lend itself to an overall minor revision
recommendation would be formatting or additional descriptions necessary.

MAJOR REVISION

A major revision is when the author will have to spend considerable time in
revising the manuscript. A suggestion to repeat the process using a new or
different data set or technique would warrant a Major revision decision. A
request to include a section on comparing the results with the work of previous
authors, thus requiring a major literature search, would be a Major revision.
Extremely poor English would also require a Major revision.



REJECT

It is usually more difficult to suggest a manuscript be rejected than to suggest a
major revision. Assuming that the paper was submitted in good faith, the
reviewer must make it very clear why the manuscript must be rejected. Valid
reasons for rejection are the following:

Plagiarism

If sections of the paper have been lifted from a previous publication the paper
should be rejected. If the sections are lifted from a previous paper by the same
author, the reviewer should make certain that these are limited to such items as
a description of an experiment, etc. Even in these cases, the wording should be
changed somewhat. (It is difficult to describe a specific experiment in several
different ways, so this requires caution by the reviewer.)

Flawed Analysis

If the analysis is seriously flawed the manuscript should be rejected. This
covers a large area such as incorrect mathematical analysis, methodology that
does not support the conclusions, incorrect interpretation of the results of
others, many mistakes within the entire manuscript making the results
questionable, etc. Examples must be given.

Results Previously Published by Others

If these results have been previously published by others (indicating that the
authors did not either know of the previous publication or decided not to
mention it), just say that the results have been published earlier and cite the
publication.

No New Results

If the manuscript is simply as re-hash of previous work by the same authors
with no clear new results.

Incremental Results
Some authors try to publish the "least publishable result" simply updating
previous work with a small amount of new data typically supporting their

previous published results. Unless there is a decidedly different and new result,
this practice should be discouraged and the paper rejected.

e Maintain Confidentiality
Content must be confidential and not misused.

e Provide unbiased review



Never provide biased review as it will affect the quality of the enhancement
of the manuscript.



