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Guidliness for Reviewers:
The review process is confidential on both sides, and journal does not, in any circumstances, expose the authors to the identity of reviewers or to reviewers the identity of authors. Reviewers are also required to consider the information found in paper being under review to be strictly confidential.

The review contains 13 criteria, additional comment space, and reviewer's recommendations. For each of the criteria, a score of 0 to 5 (0 incomplete, 5 excellent) (left part of table) as well as verbal evaluation (right part) should be used. The verbal evaluation should be in accordance with the assigned score, its recommended range is 2-5 sentences.

0 - void
1 - weak
2 - acceptable
3 - good
4 - very good
5 - excellent
	Criteria
Further specification, guidliness for reviewers.

	0

(inadequate)

až

5

(v excellent)


	Verbal justification of the scored assessment.




For more extensive comments and recommendations, reviewer can use the Complementary Comment section. This comment, along with the reasoning of a score, should give the author an insight in which points and, if possible, in what way the paper can be improved. The editor should also be clear why the reviewer evaluates the paper just like this.

Afterwards, the reviewer is asked to make an overall assessment – to recommend the paper for publication, editing, or refusal. The author will only be familiar with the overall rating of reviewer and the comments of reviewers, not the score points. The reviewer also has the opportunity to add a confidential comment at the end of the review, being designed only to the editors of the journal. The author of the paper is not familiar with it. 

Title of the paper: 

Reviewer: 
	1. Topic
Does the topic of paper relate to the area to which the section / journal is focused? Is it current and in the forefront of the interest within the professional public?

	
	 

	2. Title
Does the title of paper describe its content? Is it understandable and not too long?

	
	

	3. Abstract + Key words + Introduction
Does the abstract focus on paper? Were the keywords chosen appropriately? Does introduction contain all essential elements (i.e., problem, goal, methods, expected result)?

	
	

	4. Goal and Methodology
Is methodology properly described along with explicitly set objectives and its formulation? 

	
	

	5. Structure
Does the paper have a logical structure matching the set goal?

	
	

	6. Means and Methods
Are the problem-solving methods appropriately chosen and precisely described? It is possible to suggest another way of viewing that would bring better reliability to the results?

	
	

	7. Discussion and Conclusion
Are the conclusions coming out of the paper text? Are they logically justified?

	
	

	8. References, Citations
Is the list of references sufficient and current? Does author work in the text with particular standards in a sufficient way? Are citations in text in accordance with APA style?

	
	  

	9. Proficiency, knowledge of the subject and way of expression
Is it obvious that author understands the topic? Does the author express oneself professionally? Are professional terms suitably chosen and used in the right context?

	
	  

	10. Extent
Is the extent of paper relevant the matter? Is it possible to suggest shortening a certain part so that the added value of the article is not affected? Conversely, would it be useful to extend some parts of the paper?

	
	 

	11. Pictures and tables
Are pictures and tables suitably chosen? Are descriptions and labeling sufficient?

	
	

	12. Language level
Is the linguistic / grammatical level corresponding to the scientific article?

	
	 

	13. Article standard 

What is the standard of paper compared to the regular content of journal?

	
	

	14. Complementary comment on the paper
Here, you can specify required edits to the paper, if any.

	 


Recommendation (please tick one option)

N
Not suitable for publishing
R
After substantial revisions, it is possible to re-submit
M
Only minor revisions necessary
– After making revisions, I want to see the paper again   –      Yes      No
P 
The paper is suitable for publication in the submitted form
Comment only for the editor (the author is not informed):
Day:  ......................  in  ...............................                             ...................................
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