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All of the articles in this proceedings volume have been presented at the  

International Conference on Resilient  Innovations for  Subsistencee  

Environment ICRISE-2025 organized by the Department of Chemistry,  

Government College (Autonomous), Rajahmundry, Andhra Pradesh, India. 

It was held on 21st and 22nd November 2025. These articles have been peer  

reviewed by the members of the Scientific Committee and approved by the 

Editor-in-Chief, who affirms that this document is a truthful description of  

the conference’s review process.  

1. REVIEW PROCEDURE 

The reviews were double blind. Each submission was examined by two 

reviewers independently.  

The review process adopted for the submitted manuscripts comprised 

multiple structured stages. Initially, all submissions underwent a preliminary 

screening using Turnitin software to evaluate the similarity index as well as AI-

generated content. Manuscripts that failed to meet the prescribed ethical and 

originality standards at this stage were rejected. 

Manuscripts that successfully passed the screening stage were forwarded for a 

double-blind peer review process. Each manuscript was independently 

evaluated by two expert reviewers, with the identities of the authors and 

reviewers concealed from each other. Based on the reviewers’ assessments, 

manuscripts were categorized into rejection, major revision, or minor revision. 
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Manuscripts recommended for rejection were excluded from further 

consideration. Manuscripts requiring major or minor revisions were returned to 

the authors along with detailed reviewer comments. Authors were provided 

with a stipulated timeframe to incorporate the suggested revisions and resubmit 

their manuscripts. The revised submissions were subsequently re-evaluated to 

verify that the reviewers’ comments had been adequately addressed. Only 

manuscripts that satisfactorily met the reviewers’ and editorial requirements 

after revision were considered for final acceptance. 

The submissions were first screened for generic quality and suitableness. 

After the initial screening, they were sent for peer review by matching each 

paper’s topic with the reviewers’ expertise, taking into account any competing 

interests. A paper could only be considered for acceptance if it had received 

favourable recommendations from the two reviewers. 

2. QUALITY CRITERIA 

Reviewers were requested to evaluate each manuscript exclusively on its 

scholarly quality and contribution to the field. The assessment focused on the 

following key aspects, prioritized according to their importance: 

● Alignment of the manuscript with the aims, scope, and thematic focus 

of the conference. 

 

● Evidence of originality, novelty, and the current relevance of the 

research work. 

 

● Appropriateness and rigor of the research methodology, data analysis, 

and validity of the results and conclusions. 

 

● Observance of ethical research practices and adherence to discipline-

specific ethical guidelines. 

 

● Quality of presentation, including clarity of language, logical 

organization, and accuracy of figures, tables, and references. 
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To further uphold publication ethics, all submissions were subjected to 

plagiarism detection using Turnitin software, including checks for excessive 

textual similarity and AI-generated content. Manuscripts that did not comply 

with acceptable originality and ethical standards were rejected either during the 

initial screening stage or following peer-review and editorial assessment. 

3. KEY METRICS 

Total submissions 48 

Number of articles sent for peer review 42 

Number of accepted articles 18 

Acceptance rate 42.8% 

Number of reviewers 15 
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4. COMPETING INTERESTS 

The conference received partial financial support from the Anusandhan 

National Research Foundation (ANRF), Department of Science and 

Technology, Government of India, for travel support and logistical 

arrangements to facilitate the smooth conduct of the conference. The funding 

body had no role in the editorial decision-making or peer-review process. All 

submissions were evaluated independently by members of the Scientific 

Committee with no competing interests. 
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medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the
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        The images or other third party material in this chapter are included in the chapter's
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is not included in the chapter's Creative Commons license and your intended use is not
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