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Evaluation Criteria
Please award each evaluation item a numeric rating on a 6-point scale (0 – 5) with 0 meaning unacceptable and 5 meaning excellent. A brief explanation should be provided for any item rated 3 or less. 
	Item No.
	Criteria for manuscript evaluation
	Rating Scale
(0 – 5)

	1. 
	Does the subject matter fall within the scope of the journal?
	

	
	(a brief explanation for 3 or less point rating)


	

	2. 
	Is the subject matter relevant and up-to-date?
	

	
	(a brief explanation for 3 or less point rating)


	

	3. 
	Is the text written in correct English?
	

	
	(a brief explanation for 3 or less point rating)


	

	4. 
	Is the title clear and adequate to the content of the article?
	

	
	(a brief explanation for 3 or less point rating)


	

	5. 
	Does the abstract clearly present the objective, methods and results?
	

	
	(a brief explanation for 3 or less point rating)


	

	6. 
	Is the background appropriate and adequate for the manuscript?
	

	
	(a brief explanation for 3 or less point rating)


	

	7. 
	Is adequate literature properly used in the manuscript?
	

	
	(a brief explanation for 3 or less point rating)


	

	8. 
	Are the study methods explained clearly?
	

	
	(a brief explanation for 3 or less point rating)


	

	9. 
	Are results properly presented and adequately discussed?
	

	
	(a brief explanation for 3 or less point rating)


	

	10. 
	Are the conclusions or summary accurate and supported by the content?
	

	
	(a brief explanation for 3 or less point rating)


	

	11. 
	Are the references comprehensive and appropriate?
	

	
	(a brief explanation for 3 or less point rating)


	

	12. 
	Are there minimal grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article?
	

	
	(a brief explanation for 3 or less point rating)


	

	13. 
	Is the editorial part of the text (Abstract, tables, figures, abbreviations formulas, conclusions, keywords) consistent with the journal’s standard?
	

	
	(a brief explanation for 3 or less point rating)


	



Overall Recommendation (please tick your recommendation)
	Should be accepted with no revision
	

	Should be accepted with minor revisions
	

	Should be return for major revision and resubmission
	

	Should be rejected
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