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available in the literature? Does the article bring something new? Are there implications and
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Final recommendation of the reviewer:
Paper accepted for publication without changes
Paper accepted for publication after minor changes
Paper accepted for publication after major changes
Paper rejected / Paper is not eligible for publication

Reviewer’s Remarks only for the Editorial Board (optional)
This article is not original, it was previously published and I found it on the internet at ……..

Reviewer’s Declaration
I agree to publish my name on the list of all reviewers at the journal’s website according to the Polish law
and the needs of the journal evaluation criteria.

Adam Johanson
Signature of the reviewer:

***
Please return it to the Editorial Board of EBER:
1) in the MS WORD electronic editable form for the author
2) as the PDF scanned (or printed-out) version with your signature for the archive purpose

