Review Guidelines for Academic Papers


	Paper Title
	

	In appropriate space, please indicate your ranking of the academic paper for each of the categories listed below.

	Scale from Lowest to Highest
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	
	Very Poor
	Poor
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	1. Rate the relevance of this paper to ICIQ.
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Rate the likelihood of this paper drawing and keeping an audience.
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Rate the significance and potential contribution of this paper to the IQ field.
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Rate the originality of this paper.
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Rate the strength of the literature review for this paper.
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Rate the strength of the theory and analysis for this paper.
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Rate the clarity and organization of this paper.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Reject
	Accept Condition Upon Major Revisions
	Accept with Minor Revisions
	Accept As Is
	Nominate for Best Paper

	8. What is your overall recommendation for this paper?
	
	
	
	
	

	· Accept As Is and Nominate for Best Paper - This category means that the paper should be accepted "as is" and the reviewer considers the paper sufficiently outstanding to be nominated for the best paper award for ICIQ 2006.
· Accept As Is - This category means that the paper should be accepted “as is”, but although the Reviewer feels this is a very strong paper, the Reviewer does not wish to nominate this paper as a best paper for ICIQ 2006.

· Accept with Minor Revisions - This category means that the Reviewer has some minor suggestions or recommended changes, but that the paper is acceptable as a whole. 
· Accept Conditional Upon Major Revisions – This category means that the Reviewer has some major suggestions or recommended changes that must be made before the Reviewer can consider this paper acceptable for ICIQ 2006. 
· Reject - This category means that the Reviewer feels that this submission has serious problems that cannot be rectified.



	
	Low
	Low to Moderate
	Moderate
	Moderate to High
	High

	9. Please rate your confidence in your review.
	
	
	
	
	

	Give a brief summary of the paper. What is the key conclusion or lesson learned?

 (No more than 3 sentences, please).



	Detailed comments (to be shared with the authors).  Please use the back of this paper if you need more spaces.

	CONFIDENTIAL COMMENTS ONLY FOR PROGRAM COMMITTEE.  Please use the back of this paper if you need more spaces.




