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may decide to invite a referee from outside the Editorial Advisory Board. 
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REALaw peer review assessment form 
 
The main criterion for acceptance is whether the contribution is of good/excellent quality 
with regard to the state of knowledge in the field of European Administrative Law.  
 
1. Is the article based on a relevant research question and does it make an innovative 

contribution to existing legal knowledge and/or the legal and social debate? 
agree   O O O O O   disagree 

 
2. Does the article provide new insights for further legal research or the resolving of 

legal issues concerning European administrative law? 
agree   O O O O O   disagree 

 
3. Does the article demonstrate profoundness, is it methodically sound and does it 

provide clear and systematic insight into the author’s line of thought and reasoning? 
agree   O O O O O   disagree 

 
4. Are the conclusions and findings sufficiently supported? 

agree   O O O O O   disagree 
 
5. Does the article provide a relevant overview of and insight into recent developments 

and prominent literature in the field of the subject discussed? 
agree   O O O O O   disagree 
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