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	Title of the manuscript/paper

	


	1. Does an annotation (key words) reflect the research scope and content?

	· Yes
· Unlikely/Barely
· No


	2. Is the title of the manuscript compliant with the general statement/aim of the research? 

	· Yes
· Incompletely 
· No

	3. Are the research objectives and actuality clearly formulated?
	· Yes
· Unlikely/Barely
· No


	4. Is the articulated aim of the research achieved? 
	· Yes
· Unlikely/Barely
· No


	5. Are the results of the research appropriately and vividly established?
	· Yes
· Unlikely/Barely
· No


	6. Is the argumentation coherent; is the legal analysis comprehensive enough?
	· Yes
· Unlikely/Barely
· No


	7. Is the statement style of an opinion academic?
	· Yes
· Unlikely/Barely
· No


	8.   What is an assessment of the scientific-practical value of the article?
	· Pressing legal issues are discussed, and the research significantly contributes to the development of the scientific/legal practice.
· Considerable scientific, conceptual and practical recommendations are proposed.
· The views previously shared in science/practice are presented with the novel vision and consistent conclusions.
· The views previously shared in science/practice are introduced, yet in an irregular and unsystematic manner. 


	9. Is the research method selected appropriately?
	· Yes
· Yes, but is utilized improperly
· No


	
10.  Are the cited sources diverse enough and compatible with the objectives of the research?

	· Yes
· Unlikely/Barely
· No

	
11.  Is the reference and citing standard meticulously observed?

	· Yes
· Unlikely/Barely
· No

	
12.  Is the manuscript structurally, stylistically, and grammatically correct?
	· Yes
· Requires manor changes
· Requires major changes

	13.  Is the Author's opinion, a novel vision introduced?
	· In proper degree
· Unlikely/Barely
·  No


	14. General recommendation, remark
	· The manuscript can be published in a scientific journal after minor, insignificant technical and subjective editing.
· The manuscript requires substantial, significant editing before publication.
· The manuscript is not subject to publication.




An assessment form is accompanied by the reviewer's report with reference to the flaws in the paper requiring further rectification and/or explanation of the negative evaluation of a particular criterion.
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