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! Importance of the subject:     1     2      3    4    
Issue examined is a prominent concern of public affairs 

Topic of this paper is timely

Topic of this paper is of interest to the readers of this journal 
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Policy recommendations are well targeted/useful–if applicable  
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♦ Do not accept. Revise and resubmit for further review (paper score below 45)

♦ Unacceptable. Paper is not eligible for submission (paper score below 40)
!
Score ____/56 

General Comments, Strengths & Constructive Criticisms: 

Minor Revisions: 

Substantive Revisions (Please include constructive feedback for author indicating areas where 
paper scored poorly): 

Revise and Resubmit (Please include constructive feedback for author indicating areas where 
paper scored poorly): 

Unacceptable: 
Please indicate disqualifying criteria for author (i.e., low score below 40, incorrect format, 
irrelevant subject matter, plagiarism, inappropriate language/content, etc.)  

hgjpa_submissions@pdx.edu 


	Submission Title: 
	Date: 
	Reviewer Code: 
	Confidential comments for the Co-Editors only: 
	Submission Recommendation: Off
	Issue examined is a prominent concern of public affairs: Off
	Topic of this paper is timely: Off
	Topic of this paper is of interest to the readers of this journal: Off
	Paper presents original ideas or methods: Off
	Policy recommendations are well targeted/useful - if applicable: Off
	Paper is based on rigorous academic or professional standards: Off
	Review of literature/issue is exhaustive and relevant: Off
	Paper successfully applies relevant theoretical concepts: Off
	Paper structure is well organized: Off
	Ideas/recommendations are clearly articulated: Off
	Paper is well written with proper conventions: Off
	Selected research methodology is appropriate: Off
	Score out of 56: 
	Conclusion is convincing: Off
	Results are not overstated or overgeneralized: Off
	Score: 
	Editorial board decision: Off
	Minor Revisions: 
	Substantive Revisions: 
	Revise and Resubmit: 
	General Comments, Strengths & Constructive Criticisms: 
	Unacceptable: 


