EDITORIAL

Turnaround: Time to Take a Look

improvement). For manuscripts thatNashville, Tennessee. As she has done
wo years ago, | wrote my first ed- were not accepted, the turnaround timéor over 5 y, Ms. Alexander adeptly

itorial column, which was entitled “Di- from receipt by theJournalto date of juggles the organizational responsibil-
rections.” Looking over the many is- rejection has decreased in a similaities necessary to process hundreds of
sues that have been published sinc@anner (from 3 to 2 mo). manuscripts—from the initial logging
then, | believe thaThe Journal of Nu-  For authors who are deciding wherento the database (with the assistance
clear Medicinehas continued to move to submit their manuscripts, theseof Publications Assistant Tina Paxton)
in a progressive fashion toward thenumbers can be very important, beto guiding authors through final revi-
goals that | set upon becoming Editorcause those individuals are interestedions. In the Vanderbilt office, Mr.
in-Chief. Publishing Continuing Edu- in their findings being disseminated asEbers finalizes my choices for review-
cation articles in thelJournal and si- quickly as possible. Although the qual-ers through the prescreening stage and
multaneously on the Society ofity of the review process will always assists the reviewers through each step
Nuclear Medicine’s web site for pos-be the main priority of thddournal an of the review process.
sible CME credit has worked out veryadditional step initiateé 2 y ago has All of these efforts have had the
well. In fact, the number of physicianshelped accomplish both goals of reducbenefit of reducing the turnaround
and technologists receiving credit wening receipt-to-acceptance and accegime, but their main purpose is to en-
up 50% in the second 6 mo that thisance-to-publication times. Potentialable reviewers to produce high-quality
was offered, and we are pleased to noteeviewers are now asked if they areeviews in a timely manner. This is, of
that the number of individuals taking currently available to review a manu-course, the bedrock of any prestigious
advantage of this educational opportuscript and whether a particular papejournal: distinguished clinicians and
nity continues to rise. | would also like fits into their areas of expertise. Be-basic scientists conducting in-depth re-
to point out that every issue afNM cause this is done before manuscriptsiews of each original manuscript. As
last year contained at least two invitedare sent out for review, the number ofan additional step to facilitate the time-
commentaries. These editorial piecesncompleted review packets being relines of the peer-review process, re-
will continue to accompany both aturned has been drastically reducedviewers can now submit their reviews
clinical investigation and a basic sci-Admittedly, it was a fairly arduous on line, which has also helped with
ence article each month, when approtask to perfect this prescreening proturnaround time for reviews. It is en-
priate. In addition, the last issue ofcess, which now takes an average ofouraging to note that our success in
2000 and the first 2 issues of this yealess than 3 wk (compared with an av-decreasing review turnaround time has
include the review of recent texterage of 50 d when implemented innot lessened the amount of comments
books; this is also a feature that wel998) to find two qualified reviewers that the reviewers make for the benefit
intend to provide on a monthly basis. for each manuscript. However, the preof the authors. Our reviewers continue

Two of the more tangible indicators screening process has been enthusia®- provide both the authors and me
of theJournals positive movement are tically embraced by the reviewers, whowith detailed, relevant remarks and
the turnaround time and its impact fac-can more readily fit reviews into their suggestions that reflect the thorough
tor. The most recognizable of these foischedules when given the chance toeading and comprehensive analysis
readers and authors is the formersay “no” during their most hectic clin- that are the hallmarks of daNM re-
which can be discerned from the infor-ical and academic periods. In additionyiew. Often, a reviewer’'s confidential
mation listed at the bottom of the firstthis prescreening process and other isomments to the Editorial Board and
page of every published article. Fromteractions with the reviewers have low-me are a very candid assessment of the
this information (date received by theered the average number of days tonanuscript’s overall importance and
Journaland date accepted for publica-<complete a review from 30 to 24. may explicitly state why that reviewer
tion), two different turnaround times This streamlining of the review pro- does not rank the paper high enough to
can be calculated: (a) receipt to accepeess has been the result primarily ofvarrant revision and subsequent pub-
tance and (b) acceptance to publicathe preproduction efforts of Susan Al-lication. However, the reviewer’s com-
tion. Both of these have improved dur-exander, Editorial Office Manager inments to the authors will likely sound a
ing this time period. The averagethe Society of Nuclear Medicine office bit more positive, because they are of-
receipt to acceptance time has dein Reston, Virginia, and Tom Ebers,ten geared toward helping authors im-
creased from 4 to 2.5 mo (a 37.5%Assistant to the Editor at Vanderbilt in prove their work, regardless of the ed-
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itorial decision. On the other hand, theclining for the last 3 y. Part of this is nuclear medicine publication and
initial two reviewers will sometimes likely because of the recent increase immong the top five in the entire field of
have truly disparate views on the meripossible publication outlets for nuclearmedical imaging. TheJournals im-
of a particular manuscript; when thismedicine manuscripts. However, wepact factor went from 3.064 in 1998 to
occurs, it is my policy to give the au- are fully aware that some authors hav&.326 in 1999 (an increase of 8.5%).
thors the benefit of the doubt and seekjone elsewhere in hopes of havindThis factor is calculated by the num-
a third, arbitrating review. their work published in a more timely ber of citations in 1999 to recent arti-
The other main component of thefashion. That is precisely why | amcles divided by the number of recent
turnaround time involves the next stepaddressing this issue at this point in myarticles. Because this is the 1999 im-
in the publishing process: slating theterm as Editor of theNM. When you pact factor, recent articles are those
manuscript for an issue and then sendzombine our current average receiptfrom 1998 and 1997.) Although many
ing it through production. Thus, time to-acceptance time of 2.5 mo with ourin the field of medical journal publish-
from acceptance to publication reflectsacceptance-to-publication time of 6ing view the impact factor as a flawed
how long it takes to assign the manumo, the result is an overall turnaroundmeasuring device, one of the elements
script to a specific issue, edit the papetime of 8.5 mo. This is, in fact, better of that report may be a more reliable
for general readability andNM style, than the norm for the scientific/medicalindicator of a journal's importance.
and have it go through the many stepgournal publishing field. Thelournal When ranked by total number of cita-
involved in producing articles andcan also lay claim to excellent manu-tions in all publications during that
printing entire issues. Just as with thescript production quality, which is ev- same time period, only 3 of those 78
preproduction efforts, the turnaroundident by having only two errata in publications ranked higher thaiNM.
time for this phase of the publishingthe last 2 y. For these reasons, wd&hus, more than one element of this
process has decreased from 8 to 6 mexpect submissions to either hold atvidely used barometer placddM in
in the last 2 y. This is the result of thepresent levels or increase slightly inthe highest tier of imaging journals.
exemplary efforts of several individu-the year ahead, mainly because of our As news of these accomplishments
als in the SNM office in Reston: Di- efforts to streamline the review, revi-reaches more of our constituents, |
rector of Publications, Melissa Mc-sion, and publishing processes and ttobok forward to an increased pool of
Kenna; Senior Journals Managermaintain the high standards of themanuscripts that will enable th#our-

Stephanie Dean; Senior Editors, Susadournal. nal to continue advancing research and
Nadolny and Terry Pearson; and Pro- Out of 78 peer-reviewed journals inknowledge in the field of nuclear med-
duction Manager, Steven Klein. the fields of radiology and nuclearicine.

Of course, there are still areas wherenedicine, the Journal Citation Reports
improvements need to be made. Thef the Institute for Scientific Informa- Martin P. Sandler, MD
overall submission rate has been detion currently rankJNM as the top Editor-in-Chief
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