PLANETARY AND SPACE SCIENCE

CHECKLIST FOR THE REVIEWER


A few guidelines:

* 
to provide the author(s) with the means to improve their paper, please comment objectively. On a separate page you may provide comment for the editor that you may feel necessary.

*
Please document statements adequately.

* 
If a paper repeats previously published work please point this out to the editor.

* 
We aim to publish papers that are of broad, generic intereest, and would welcome your view as to whether this manuscript would appeal to a wide audience (see point A below).

* 
Please explain the reasons for your answers on separate sheets, keying your comments to the letters A-M. You may of course also provide any further comment, keying your remarks to numbers in the margin of the manuscript.

*
Some of the questions that follow should be answered on a scale of 1 to 3, where 1 is the highest rank and 3 is the lowest. (Please encircle your answers).
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Do you wish your identity to be revealed to the author(s)?



Yes
SCIENTIFIC ASPECTS

A
Is this topic
1. Suitable for the journal?




Yes
2. Of broad international interest?




Yes
3. Of generic interest?





Yes
4. Novel?






Yes
B
Quality of data:








2
C
Quality of interpretation and conclusions:





1
D
Extent to which the interpretations/conclusions are supported by the data:

2
E
Importance of this work:







1
TECHNICAL ASPECTS

F
Is this paper

1. Properly organized?




Yes
2. To the point/concise?




Yes
3. Written clearly using correct grammar and syntax?

No

G
Are the approach, results and conclusions intelligible from the abstract alone?

Yes
H
Is the title informative and a reflection of the content?




Yes
I
Are the illustrations/tables
1. Useful and necessary?




Yes
2. Of good quality?




No

J
Is the referencing relevant and up to date?





No

K
Are the keywords (if provided) appropriate and complete?



Yes 
No

L
Overall quality of the work:






2
M
Can you suggest any improvements to this work, or any parts which could be shortened or removed?


  See separate Microsoft Word document with my general and special comments for improvement
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N
Is this work acceptable in its present form?





No

O
Would this work be acceptable after
1. Minor revision?



2. Moderate revision?


Yes
3. Major revision?



P
Is this work unacceptable?







No

Please ensure that your final evaluation accords with your answers to these questions,

especially should you be considering major revision or rejection.

Q
Should you recommend major revision, do you believe this paper can be saved by

revision?








Yes 
No

CONFIDENTIAL COMMENT FOR THE EDITOR:


As you will see, I have gone to the extra trouble to correct the English associated with this manuscript in order to be able to concentrate on the scientific content.  The pdf file I had did not convert very well to Microscoft Word so that I  could make my edits.  The primary problem areas were the figures, figure captions and equations.  I ended up deleting the figures and figure captions from my Word file and left the equations in their sorry state so that I could make some corrections.  


Aside from the English, two of the primary figures of the paper are of such poor quality that it was hard to tell whether the authors were correct in their descriptions and interpretations of them.  I have pointed out the specific problem areas in my separate “Comments” to the authors.  It is because of the poor quality of the figures that I have marked a “2” for the “Extent to which the interpretations/conclusions are supported by the data” question.  Finally, I feel the referencing was a bit weak in the Introduction and have asked for some additions there.


If my comments are addressed, I would like to see this paper published with the papers from the Prague conference because there is no question as to its relevance. 
Thank you. Your cooperation is much appreciated.
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