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Review Instructions

MANUSCRIPT:
· The methodology described for the research work is clear and concise.
· The conclusions are supported by the results obtained.
· If figures and tables are included, they provide additional information and are not repeated in the text.
· If applicable, financial supports and/or funding are declared.
· To ensure compliance with perceptual quality requirements, no references to the author have been included in the document, nor any other data that could compromise the blind peer review and reveal the identity of the author.
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1. 
2. Evaluation
The title clearly reflects the object and subject matter of the article*
☐ Very good ☐ Good ☐ Fair ☐ Poor

The abstract and keywords easily show the subject matter of the article*
☐ Very good ☐ Good ☐ Fair ☐ Poor

The structure of the paper is adequate and allows an apt understanding of the topic*
☐ Very good ☐ Good ☐ Fair ☐ Poor

The objectives are clearly and concisely stated*
☐ Very good ☐ Good ☐ Fair ☐ Poor

The methodology used is adequate*
☐ Very good ☐ Good ☐ Fair ☐ Poor

The theoretical foundation is appropriate and adequately stated*
☐ Very good ☐ Good ☐ Fair ☐ Poor

The use of documentary sources is rigorous*
☐ Very good ☐ Good ☐ Fair ☐ Poor

Bibliography is timely and up to date*
☐ Very good ☐ Good ☐ Fair ☐ Poor

Ideas and arguments are rigorously stated*
☐ Very good ☐ Good ☐ Fair ☐ Poor

Reflects results/conclusions with clarity and good argumentation*
☐ Very good ☐ Good ☐ Fair ☐ Poor

Figures and tables are convenient*
☐ Very good ☐ Good ☐ Fair ☐ Poor ☐ Not applicable

Formal aspects such as grammar are correct, spelling, etc.*
☐ Very good ☐ Good ☐ Fair ☐ Poor

The study is original, interesting, novel and current*
☐ Very good ☐ Good ☐ Fair ☐ Poor

Inclusive language is used.
☐ Very good ☐ Good ☐ Fair ☐ Poor

The research has been designed taking into account the sex/gender variables.
☐ Very good ☐ Good ☐ Fair ☐ Poor ☐ Not applicable

Evaluation of the academic contribution of the article
☐ Very good ☐ Good ☐ Fair ☐ Poor


2.- General assessment of the content *





3 Suggested modifications or corrections *






4.- Reasons for rejection (fill in if considering the article as not publishable)

 





5.- Do you accept that your name and institution appear in the general list of reviewers? Your name will not be linked to the reviewed work. You can see the list at the following link: https://www.upo.es/revistas/index.php/atrio/evaluadores-as*

☐ Yes
☐ No



Recommendations*
☐ Accept
☐ Publishable with modifications
☐ Resubmit for review
☐ Resubmit to another publication
☐ Not publishable


Reviewer
Name and surname:
Institution:
Email:
Date sent to reviewer:
Date of evaluation and submission to the journal:
The items marked with an asterisk are mandatory.

