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1.  Howell's “Conventional” Paper Review Format

1.1  Skip over standard paper ranking setup...

Paper ID
:  

Title

:  

Assigned
:  

Due

:  

For each question, please use the following scale to answer (place an X in the space provided): 

RATINGS

1
Superior

2
Good

3
Fair

4
poor

5
Not applicable

Quality of Methodology
:  

Quality of Work

:  

Soundness of Conclusions 
:  

Significance of Subject
:  

Clarity



:  

Organization


:  

Priority Rating for Publishing in Neural Networks ("1" is highest)  :

Is the abstract, and are the figures, legends, and references acceptable? If not please explain:

Please provide a brief and compelling argument supporting (a) your recommendations and (b) the above ratings:

Reviewer's expertise on the subject:  Low Medium  High

**********************************************

This reviewer's personal approach:

nomenclature examples:  

p1c1h0.8 = means page 1, column 1 80% of the way down the page (very approximately) 

C2.      = means Comment section #2 WEAKNESSES (note that actions by the authors are NOT required for the points) 

++---------------------------++ 

1.2  ACTIONS REQUESTED OF THE AUTHORS 

***************************

1.3  COMMENTS ONLY 

- actions by the authors are NOT required for the points listed below. Perhaps some of these comments will be helpful in some way. 

((Main paper contributions, positive aspects, observed deficiencies, 

and suggestions on how to improve them:)) 

++---------------------------++ 

1.3.C0. SPECIAL SECTION: COMMENTS FROM AN EXPERT IN THE AREA 

(if applicable to this review) 

++---------------------------++ 

1.3.C1. STRENGTHS OF THE PAPER: 

++---------------------------++ 

1.3.C2. WEAKNESSES: 

(again, changes to the paper are not require for these comments) 

++---------------------------++ 

1.3.C3. QUESTIONS:   

(no need to answer) 

++---------------------------++ 

1.3.C4. DETAILS and GRAMMAR: 

(again, changes to the paper are not require for these suggestions) 

Most details are written straight into the Word document in “Track Changes” mode.  Usually as a reviewer I cannot do that as pdf format is supplied, but this makes things MUCH faster!

Special mention of details

++---------------------------++ 

1.3.C5. REFERENCES 

(using a quick web search, as opposed to checks using Scopus or standard indexes) 

C5a) Are references legitimate (using a quick web search and personal familiarity with references)? 

C5b) Is this paper significantly different from previous papers by the same authors? 

C5c) Is the relevant literature well represented in breadth and Depth? 

The following sections are not used in this section, as the “THOUGHTS”  are covered in the section “5.  Howell's other perspectives”, and confidentional comments aren't needed in this situation

***************************

THOUGHTS: 

(again, changes to the paper are not require for these) 

Here are some long-winded thoughts that are not really relevant to the paper review per se...  For interest only, even if that. 

These are separated from the "COMMENTS" above because they are less relevant to the actual paper. 

***************************

CONFIDENTIAL COMMENTS 

for review chair / committee use only: 


2.  Stylistic line-of-argument points

endsection

3.  Implied Hypothesis and its expression

endsection

4.  De Jager's Solar & Astronomical Thinking

endsection

5.  Howell's other perspectives

enddoc


