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1 Title: Suitability to the contents. 

 

     

2 Abstract: Concise and in line with the required 

structure. 

 

     

3 Introduction: Sufficient background information. 

 

     

4 Literature Review: Adequate understanding and 
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5 Methodology: Accurate and appropriate. 

 

     

6 Results/findings: Supported by data analysis. 
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Accept as it is: The writing warrants publication as a peer-reviewed article. It is a good 

contribution and is well conceived and executed. 

Accept with minor revisions: The writing should be accepted after minor revisions as noted in 

the comments. (Reviewer’s comments should be sufficiently specific and detailed for the author 

to address issues of concern.) 

Return to author for major revisions: The writing does not warrant publication in its current 

form, but it will warrant publication as a peer-reviewed article with suggested revisions. 

Reject: The writing does not warrant publication as a peer-reviewed article. 
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