REVIEW
of an article submitted to the Editorial Board of the Journal “LUNN Bulletin” 

Title of the article: ______________________________________________________________
1. Identifying any signs of plagiarism (improper borrowing) or other forms of research ethics violation by the author while writing the article (if found, the table in paragraph 2 should be left blank) 
	Found / Not found


2. Analyzing the article’s content 
	No.
	Subject matter 


	Detailed comments
 (lines 1 through 6 are mandatory)

	1.
	Relevance of the problem the article treats of 
	

	2.
	Scientific novelty of the materials submitted for publishing, regard for the current scientific context
	

	3.
	Textual consistency, degree of substantiation of the author’s position, conclusions vs. baseline congruence, baseline verifiability 
	

	4.
	Compliance with general and specific requirements to publications, scientific prose style, terms adequacy and appropriateness 
	

	5.
	Compliance with basic requirements to footnotes, notes, references, etc.
	

	6.
	Relevance of the bibliography to article content, appropriate selection of items in the bibliography, regard for the most recent literature on the subject matter 
	

	7.
	Additional comments and notes
	


3. Giving the article its rating (the article should be given 1 to 5 points by each of the above parameters by way of color-highlighting the respective figure or applying a different font type, “1” corresponding to zero compliance and “5” to full compliance)
1) Relevance of the problem:
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5


2) Scientific novelty of treating the problem:
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5


3) Textual consistency, substantiation of the author’s idea, verifiability:
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5


4) Compliance with requirements to text structure and scientific prose style: 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5


5) Compliance with requirements to text layout: 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5


6) Relevance of the bibliography to article content, appropriate selection of items in the bibliography, regard for the most recent literature on the subject matter:
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5


4. Conclusion (select by highlighting or applying a different font type) 
	The article may be published as is (no critical comments)
	The article may be published after all the reviewer’s criticisms have been met, no additional reviewing required
	The article needs improvement with a follow-up additional reviewing 
	The article may not be published in the Journal even with improvements


I, _______________________ (Reviewer’s full name), hereby confirm assuming an obligation to keep any confidential information pertinent to the reviewed article and its author secret.
Reviewer
Full name:_____________________________________________________________________

Academic degree:_______________________________________________________________

Academic title: _________________________________________________________________

Employer:_____________________________________________________________________

Position:   _____________________________________________________________________

_________________________ (Signature)
Date:  
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