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The following data were provided by ScholarOne for the Rehabilitation Counseling 

Bulletin.  These data are for the time period from March 2016 to March 2017.   

 

Journal Statistics - Prior 12 Months  

 

Avg. days from submission to first decision - 65 (2016); 68 (2015); 59 (2014); 57 (2013) 

Avg. Reviewer turnaround time (days) – Original: 29 (2016); 31 (2015); 27.6 (2014); 

Avg. Reviewer turnaround time (days) – Resubmission: 16.6 (2016); 34.7 (2015);       

18.7 (2014) 

Avg. days from submission to final decision – 82.9 (2016); 85 (2015); 76.8 (2014);           

80 (2013); 80 (2012) 

(33%) - Accept Ratio First Submission.  This is the figure we quote for promotion and 

tenure.   

 

The timelines are longer this year than they have been over the last few years.  Although I 

don’t think that is a major concern, I know we can do better.  We do have some 

university faculty who require students to submit a class assignment to the journal, and 

we have been slower in responding to these submissions. They are typically not ready for 

journal submission so can require providing extensive feedback. This somewhat increases 

the average turnaround time.   

 

We received 7 new manuscripts per month this year, somewhat higher than last year’s 6.  

We had 4 submitted book reviews and 2 test reviews this year.  There has been a steady 

flow of manuscripts.  Many international authors have begun submitting manuscripts, 

which is promising for the journal.  This requires significant additional attention, and 

takes more time, but we are fortunate to have Fong Chan and a select group of reviewers 

who are attending to this.  For example, one reviewer is working extensively with an 

international author to revise a research presentation.   

 

We continue our policy of inviting consulting reviewers to learn the process.  These 

individuals are generally new to the journal, and serve as third reviewers on manuscripts.  

We still need additional qualitative reviewers because of the increase in qualitative and 

mixed-methods submissions.   

 

Qualitative reviews are more difficult because there is less agreement about process and 

presentation.  In several cases this year I have gone to one of our qualitative experts to 

help mediate a dispute about process and presentation.  This also takes considerably more 

time, but is worthwhile.   

 

At this time, there are approximately 40 manuscripts in process (under review, in-

revision, and in the publication cue with Sage).  There is a backlog of two+ issues worth 

of manuscripts ready for publication.  This is what both Sage and Hammill expect.   

 



Also, RCB published the names of the students who won ARCA student awards last year 

and abstracts of their papers as part of the awards editorial.  We intend to print them 

again this year.   

 

The RCB editorial office managed the journal CEU program again this year. I think 

ARCA should promote this program more as a feature of membership.  Currently, I 

estimate that no more than 40 people regularly participate in this program.   

 

Sage is very easy to deal with and responsive to problems and concerns.  The online 

prepublication version of articles (available only to subscribers) is an excellent feature of 

Sage.  Sage has an online copyright and author information form, which eliminates all 

paper correspondence for the journal.  When I started as journal editor, the process was 

all done by mail and involved a great deal of paper.   

 

In summary, the web-based manuscript management system is very efficient, and 

reviewers and authors continue to provide positive feedback.  Our manuscript turn around 

is fast compared to RCB historically, and to other journals.  The international outreach is 

an interesting new direction.  My sense is that the journal is in excellent shape.  Our 

submission quality is good, and there is a steady flow of manuscripts.  

 

I will step down from the editorship at the end of June, 2017.  It’s been a great pleasure to 

be so involved with research in our field.  I know the two applicants for the position quite 

well, and think either would do a fine job.  I have offered to stay on to assist and be 

action editor for submissions from the new editor’s home university.   

 

Submitted by:  Douglas C. Strohmer     March 3, 2017   


