Current Agronomy 
Review questionnaire (review work)
 
Title of the work: .....................................................................................................................

	Is the subject matter undertaken cognitively significant?
	

	Is the title comprehensible and adequate to the content?
	

	Does the abstract provide relevant information on the study’s aim 
	

	and contains a comprehensive summary?
	

	Does the introduction adequately state the problem and objective? 
	

	Does the study have a logical chapter structure
	

	and does it contain no unnecessary repetition of content?
	

	Does the summary refer to the aim of the study
	

	and adopted assumptions?
	

	Does the paper characterise the current state of the art in the field?
	

	Were new hypotheses formulated?
	

	Were future research guidelines identified?
	

	Do the tables and figures contain critical information, 
	

	are they adequately described (units, definitions, abbreviations)
	

	And are they self-explanatory?
	

	Does the paper correctly cite data references   
	

	and there is no suspicion of plagiarism?  
	

	Has the work included an appropriate selection of literature? 
	

	Is the work written in correct language?
	

	Is the paper eligible as a scientific review paper?
	


Notes: 
· Any negative assessment of individual review points needs to be justified.
· Papers undergo editorial editing prior to publication, so please disregard technical faults at this stage of the assessment, e.g.: double spaces, lack of paragraph indentation, inappropriate literature citation style, and missing lines in tables.
	CONCLUSION (please select one of the following options) and JUSTIFICATION 

	acceptance without corrections
	

	minor amendments necessary
	

	moderate rewriting necessary without re-review
	

	major revision and re-review necessary
	

	rejection of the work
	









CURRENT AGRONOMY
Principles for reviewers

The consent to conduct a review is tantamount to acceptance of Current Agronomy ethical principles in this regard. The review is required to be impartial, objective, fair, transparent and confidential. Therefore:
· The reviewer is obliged to inform the editor of any potential conflict of interest or knowledge of the author's identity.
· The reviewer is not permitted to condition the assessment of the paper on non-meritorious premises (e.g. lack of citation of the reviewer's work, place of research, the anticipated background of the author).
· The reviewer assesses the content and value of the work. Critical remarks about the author personally, e.g. his/her qualifications or education, are unacceptable.
· The reviewer is expected to screen the paper carefully for correct citation of information references and to inform the editors if plagiarism is suspected.
· Comments and allegations in the review must be formulated clearly and precisely to allow for unambiguous interpretation.
· The reviewer is obliged to submit his/her assessment of the manuscript to the editorial board promptly. If circumstances arise that make this impossible, they are expected to notify the editorial secretary immediately.
· A reviewer is not allowed to use pre-publication data from the assessed work without the author's consent unless this is obtained in writing through the editorial office. Furthermore, the reviewer is not permitted to share the work and the data associated with it with third parties. Both of these stipulations also apply if the reviewer abandons the thesis assessment after receiving it.
· Reviewer must protect the original content of the assessed paper from being made available to third parties prior to publication. Therefore, Artificial Intelligence (AI) tools that use input queries for machine learning (e.g. the free version of ChatGPT) cannot be used, as they do not provide such protection. 

In the case of a proven deliberate material breach of ethical principles by a reviewer, for example, misappropriation of data from a peer-reviewed paper, the reviewer is removed from the journal's list of contributors and the reviewer's employing institution is notified of the incident.

Method of peer-review implementation

[bookmark: _GoBack]Review questionnaires, separate for original and review papers, are available in the editorial OJS system and on the journal's website. 
· Any negative assessment in the individual points of the review must be carefully justified. The review must end with a clear choice of one of the options:
– 	acceptance without corrections,
– 	minor amendments necessary,
– 	moderate rewriting necessary without re-review,
– 	major revision and re-review necessary,
– 	rejection of the work.
· How any amendments are made to the text is arbitrary. However, it must allow for an unambiguous interpretation of the comments.
· The review may be submitted to the editor via the OJS system or sent by e-mail to the editorial secretary.
In line with the requirements of the Polish Ministry of Science and Higher Education the Current Agronomy publish a list of reviewers who aid the editors in the evaluation of contributions submitted in a given year without any reference being made to a particular paper under consideration.



