
 
iPRES 2026 Reviewer Instructions 

Introduction 

Reviewing for iPRES 2026: What to expect 
This is a single-anonymised peer review process - also known as “single-blind peer review”. 
Reviewers will know the identities of authors, but authors will not know the identities of 
reviewers.  
 
As an international conference, iPRES welcomes submissions from around the world. Please be 
mindful that many authors are non-native English speakers. Quality has many layers with 
language being only one of them. Reviewing the work of your colleagues is both an honor and a 
responsibility. Your thoughtful feedback helps maintain the quality of the conference and 
supports the growth of our community. While reviewing can be a rewarding experience, it also 
requires time, care, and attention—especially as some authors may be submitting their first 
conference proposal. All reviews must reflect the values of the iPRES 2026 Code of Conduct. 
Please ensure your comments are respectful, constructive, and aligned with our commitment to 
a welcoming, inclusive, and supportive learning environment for all participants. 
 
The Programme Committee is deeply grateful for your contributions. Your time, insight, and 
dedication help make iPRES a vibrant and valuable space for digital preservation practitioners 
and researchers. We hope these guidelines will make your role easier and more enjoyable. 
 
All reviewers are eligible for the iPRES 2026 Best Reviewer Award. The award recognizes a 
member of the community for dedicating their time and experience, and the overall quality of 
their reviews and author feedback. 
 
Key Review Dates: 

17 March - 22 March 2026 Submissions assigned to reviewers 

23 March - 21 April 2026 Reviewing of submissions 

 

https://ipres2026.dk/about/code-of-conduct/


 

Are you a first time iPRES reviewer? We’ve got you covered! 
Welcome and thank you for joining us as a reviewer! Here’s how we're supporting you through 
this process: 

●​ Clear guidance. You’re already reading one of our key support tools - these reviewer 
guidelines. 

●​ Collaborative reviewing. Every submission you review will also be reviewed by others, 
including experienced iPRES reviewers. This ensures a balance of perspectives and 
supports fairness and consistency in the evaluation process. 

●​ Help is always available. If you have any questions about the review process, don’t 
hesitate to reach out - we are happy to help! See the “Who can you contact for help?” 
table below. 

What should you do first? 
●​ Check for conflicts of interest​

Look at the submissions assigned to you and make sure you don’t have any conflicts of 
interest. This arises when you may be unable to provide an objective review because of 
a personal or professional relationship with an author, or any other circumstance that 
could affect your impartiality. For example, it might be a conflict of interest to review a 
submission from a colleague at your institution, or from someone you work with on a 
collaborative project. You should trust your instinct on this, but if you are unsure, or feel it 
might be a conflict, please contact info@ipres2026.dk. 

●​ Assess if your review assignments align with your areas of expertise 
​Give consideration to the topic(s) covered in the submissions assigned to you and 
evaluate if you feel confident to provide commentary and feedback given your knowledge 
and experience. For example, you may specialize in developing technological solutions 
so might not feel confident providing feedback on a paper about digital preservation 
policy. If you would like to request a reassignment, please contact info@ipres2026.dk. 

●​ Ensure you have time to review​
Please make sure to set aside sufficient time in your schedule to complete all assigned 
reviews by 21 April 2026. Estimated review times for each submission type are provided 
in the Submission table on the next page. These are approximate and may vary - for 
example, reviews may take longer if the topic is complex or unfamiliar. If you anticipate 
any difficulty meeting the deadline, please notify info@ipres2026.dk as soon as possible 
so any incomplete reviews can be reassigned. 

Confidentiality and responsible use 

All submissions are confidential and are shared with you for the sole purpose of peer review. 
Please do not share the content with others or involve anyone else in the review process.  
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Reviewers should write their reviews in their own words without using generative AI tools to draft 
feedback. Do not upload any part of a submission to generative AI tools (e.g., ChatGPT, 
Copilot, Gemini). These tools may store or learn from uploaded data, which could compromise 
the confidentiality of the work. 

You must also refrain from discussing the submission with its authors or citing its content before 
it is officially published. These works are under review and should be treated with the same 
discretion you would expect for your own unpublished research. 

The scope of “digital preservation” 
iPRES adopts an inclusive view of digital preservation, understood as the series of managed 
activities necessary to ensure continued access to digital materials for as long as needed. 
Topics such as resilience, continuity, archiving, sustainability, forensics, and curation—as well as 
tools for advocacy, training, resourcing, and management—are all relevant to the scope of 
iPRES 2026. 
 
As you review submissions, please keep this broad perspective on digital preservation in mind. 
Please avoid applying your personal and/or institutional definitions when considering a 
submission’s fit. 

The submission types 
You may be assigned any of the following submission types: 

Submission 
type 

What to expect Estimated review time 

Experienced 
reviewers 

First-time 
reviewers 

Full papers In-depth research papers, technical papers, or 
case studies 

2.5 - 4 hours 3 - 6 hours 

Short papers Concise reports on work in-progress, or emerging 
topics 

1.5 - 2.5 hours 2 - 3.5 hours 

Workshops Descriptions of interactive sessions focusing on 
tools, methods, or best practices 

1 - 1.5 hours 1.5 - 2 hours 

Tutorials Educational sessions designed to teach new skills 
or technologies from beginner to advanced levels, 
with clear learning outcomes 

1 - 1.5 hours 1.5 - 2 hours 

Panels Descriptions of discussion sessions offering 
multiple perspectives on a topic 

1 - 1.5 hours 1.5 - 2 hours 

Posters Descriptions of proposed poster content (not the 
final poster that will be created if accepted) 

1.5 - 2.5 hours 2 - 3.5 hours 

 



 

Who can you contact for help? 

If you need help with… Contact: 

Technical issues with the Review Portal such as: 
●​ Log in problems 
●​ Portal errors 
●​ Unable to download Submissions 

info@ipres2026.dk 
 
Please write “technical 
support: [topic]” in the subject 
line 

Non-technical review issues such as: 
●​ Questions about the use of AI, disclosures, or conflicts of 

interest 
●​ Trouble meeting the review deadline 
●​ Submissions assigned outside your area of expertise 
●​ General questions about the review process 

info@ipres2026.dk 
 
Please write “reviewer support: 
[topic]” in the subject line  
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Review Process  
Over the following pages you will be guided through the user account creation and review 
process using the conftool platform. 

Create account on ConfTool  
Each reviewer will be sent an invitation with the URL to access the Review Portal (Conftool). 
Here you can create a user account.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

Select Priority Topics 
After creating an account you can select Priority Topics.  

 
 
Now your account has been created. Your home screen will look like this: 

 
Please note that you will have no reviews assigned to you when logging in for the first time. Your 
assigned submissions for review will be visible on 22 March 2026. 

 



 

View your assigned submissions 
Your assigned submissions for review will be visible on the review platform on 22 March 2026. 
Click on ‘Enter and edit reviews’ to start the review process.  

 

Read Submission 
To read a submission, click on the filename to open the document.  

 

 



 

Evaluate submission 
When you are ready to give your review for the Submission, click on the ‘Enter Review’. On the 
next page you can score the submission on Originality, Relevance, Clarity and organization of 
Ideas, express your recommendation, write comments to the Programme Committee, denote 
your familiarity with the subject, nominate for best paper award, and finally submit your review. 
Please ensure that the associated metadata in ConfTool (e.g. keywords) is reflected accurately 
in the submission document itself. 
 
NB: you can edit your review, but you cannot save a draft. Be careful not to close your browser 
window. 
 

 
 
When preparing your reviews, please use the information provided below to guide your scoring 
and comments.  
 
Originality (accounts for 20% of total score): 

Score Meaning 

5: Excellent The session proposal contains one or more of the following: 
●​ Highly original digital preservation research or practice 
●​ Innovative new perspective(s) on the challenges of digital preservation 
●​ New ways of engaging the iPRES community. 

4: Good The session proposal contains some original digital preservation research 
or practice or new perspectives on the challenges of digital preservation. 

 



 

3: Competent The session proposal addresses established research or practice in digital 
preservation but presents the work from an original perspective. 

2: Needs Improvement The session proposal currently contains content on established research 
or practice in digital preservation, but has the potential for updates that 
would provide a more original perspective. 

1: Not Original The submission proposal demonstrates content that has been covered at 
length without any changes that would cause it to be of interest to the 
audience. It mainly reproduces or summarises already well-established 
ideas without adding new insights or approaches. 

 
Relevance (accounts for 20% of total score): 
NB: consider the conference themes when scoring relevance 

Score Meaning 

5: Excellent This session proposal makes a strong contribution to the digital 
preservation field, draws and builds upon prior work, represents 
forward-looking content that reflects emerging trends and current needs of 
the profession or community, and relates very strongly to the conference 
themes. 

4: Good The session proposal makes a good contribution to the digital preservation 
field, demonstrates content that is timely and relevant to the profession or 
community and includes either an emerging trend OR current need, and 
relates strongly to the conference themes.  

3: Competent The session proposal demonstrates content that is relevant to the 
audience.  

2: Needs Improvement The session topic may meet the audience, theme, and context of iPRES 
with some adjustment. 

1: Not Relevant The session proposal is not relevant to the iPRES audience. 

 
 
Clarity and organisation of Ideas (accounts for 20% of total score): 

Score Meaning 

5: Excellent The session proposal is exceptionally clear, concise, and well-organised. 
The ideas flow logically and are easy to follow throughout.  

4: Good The session proposal is clearly written and well-structured, with coherent 
progression of ideas and minimal confusion. 

3: Competent The session proposal is generally understandable and logically organised, 
though there may be minor lapses in clarity or flow. 
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2: Needs Improvement The session proposal presents ideas inconsistently, with noticeable issues 
in clarity or organisation that make it harder to understand. 

1: Not Clear The session proposal is poorly written and disorganised. The ideas are 
difficult to follow, and the structure hinders understanding. 

 
 
Reviewer’s recommendation (accounts for 40% of total score): 
Give an overall score using these guidelines: 

●​ Base your score on the evaluation criteria above (originality, relevance, clarity and 
organisation of ideas).  

●​ Do not mark them down for minor things such as going slightly over the prescribed 
number of pages, formatting problems, or things that can be fixed after acceptance (such 
as adding ORCID IDs). Please be mindful that many authors are non-native English 
speakers and do not equate language imperfections with a lack of quality. 
 

Score Meaning 

5: Definitely Accept Very high quality 

4: Probably Accept Good quality 

3: Neutral Borderline 

2: Probably Reject Poor quality 

1: Definitely Reject Of little merit or inappropriate for this conference 

 
 
Comments to authors 
Review comments will be shared with the author(s) and are your opportunity to provide detailed, 
constructive feedback. The following guidelines will help you write a high-quality review. 
 

●​ Maintain a positive, impartial, and constructively critical tone (you can find some 
guidance at the ASM journals website).  

●​ All comments must abide by the principles set out by the iPRES 2026 Code of Conduct. 
●​ Review comments should be sufficiently detailed (e.g. 100-150 words) to provide 

constructive and actionable feedback. Please avoid very short comments as they rarely 
offer meaningful insights). 

●​ Support your points with references to good practice, relevant standards, reports, or 
other publications where appropriate.  

●​ When suggesting improvements, be as clear and specific as possible.  
●​ Finally, keep in mind that many contributors to iPRES are non-native English speakers. 

Write clearly and avoid overly complex language. 
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Your comment will also be taken into account by the Programme Committee when considering 
the Best Reviewer recognition. 
 
(Optional) Confidential comments to Programme Committee 
These comments will not be shared with the author(s). Examples of how you might use this field 
include: 

●​ To recommend a submission be considered in a different format than it was proposed by 
the author(s), for example as a poster instead of as a short paper, and why you are 
recommending this 

●​ To give insight into your confidence in your review score, for example if you could be 
swayed and the reason for it 

●​ To flag any concerns, for example, a resubmission of a previous conference paper 
●​ To contextualise your review score, for example to provide reasons why you are 

recommending it be accepted even though you have recommended improvements  
 
(Optional) Award nomination 
This section lets you nominate a work to be considered for the iPRES 2026 Best Paper Award. 
If you think it is exceptional, check this box and include a reason for your nomination. 
 
Review Complete 
After completing a review, a summary of your review will be shown. 

 
 

 



 

What Happens Next? 
After the review deadline closes on April 21 2026, the Programme Chairs will review all of the 
evaluations and make the final decisions, which will be one of these outcomes: 

1.​ Accept the proposed submission 
2.​ Accept the proposed submission conditionally (require some changes to be made) 
3.​ Reject the proposed submission 

 
All authors will be notified of the outcome by June 1 2026. 
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