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1. Preliminary classification of the article:
a) compliant with the profile of the journal; accepted for further evaluation
	


b) beyond the profile of the journal;  not qualified for further evaluation

(this option ticked denotes the rejection of the artice; no detailed evaluation will be conducted)  
	


2. Title of the article: 

a) correctly formulated
	


b) should be changed as follows
.................................................................................................................................

.................................................................................................................................
	

	

	

	


3. The objective of the research study covered by the article:
a) correctly and clearly formulated
b) should be described more precisely (possible suggestions)
c) incorrectly or unclearly formulated (please justify)
d) missing 
4. Experimental and source material: 
	


a) very well chosen and characterized 
	


b) satisfactory
	


c) unsatisfactory (please justify)

	

	

	

	


5. Research/experiment methodology (does not apply to review articles):
a) innovative
b) comprises novel modifications
c) appropriate 
d) inappropriate (please justify)

	

	

	

	

	


6. Statistical analysis of the results (does not apply to review articles):
a) unnecessary 
b) correct
c) to be accepted provided the reviewer’s comments are included
d) not performed 
e) false (please justify)
7. Illustrative Material (Figures, Tables, etc.):
	


a) proper quantity and quality 
	


b) doubtful quality (please justify)

	


	


c) Tables No. ...................and Figures No..............should be changed according to the reviewer’s comments and hints
d) insufficient (please justify)

8. Interpretation of the results (apply to review articles):

	


a) correct
	


b) to be accepted provided the reviewer’s comments are included
	


c) incorrect (please justify)

9. Selected positions under Reference Literature:
	

	

	

	


a) fully relate to the subject matter of the article
b) correct

c) do not include important positions from Literature (please give examples)
d) incorrect (please justify)
10. Summary of the paper
	


a) correct
	


b) too brief
	


c) must be revised according to the reviewer’s comments and hints
	

	

	

	


11. Linquistic evaluation of the article:
a) no reservations at all
b) correctly phrased 
c) amendments are required (relevant comments provided in the text)
d) must be re-written (please justify)

	

	

	

	


12. Evaluation of the article in terms of the substantial content and formal requirements: 
a) contains novel scientific values 
b) valuable contribution to this area of science
c) significant confirmation of the present ideas, views, and approaches
d) no novelty or new values (please justify) 

	

	

	

	


13. Suggestions on publishing the article:
a) to be accepted for publication
b) to be accepted provided the reviewers’s comments are included 
c) should be complemented, rephrased, and revised
d) rejected
14. Specific comments:
