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	General quality of work

	1. Is the study original?
	
	
	

	2. Does the study contribute new knowledge to the field?
	
	
	

	3. What is the technical quality of work?
	
	
	

	4. Language, professional terminology
	
	
	

	5. What is the clarity of presentation?
	
	
	

	Scope, title, key words, abstract

	6. Does the subject fall within the scope of the Journal?
	
	
	

	7. Is the title concise and corresponding to the contents of the manuscript?
	
	
	

	8. Are all Key words necessary and informative?
	
	
	

	9. Does Abstract contain brief information on the objective, results and conclusions of the study?
	
	
	

	Introduction

	10. Does the Introduction section provide concise description of problems and objectives of the study?
	
	
	

	11. Is the aim of the work clearly stated?
	
	
	

	Materials and Methods

	12. Are experimental details and methods appropriately described to allow others to repeat the experiments?
	
	
	

	13. Is the experimental design appropriate?
	
	
	

	14. Are there adequate controls and sampling, and are they described in the manuscript?
	
	
	

	15. Did the Authors use reliable and up-to-date methods?
	
	
	

	Results and Discussion

	16. Are the results elaborated and described concisely?
	
	
	

	17. Are the results properly analysed?
	
	
	

	18. Are the results statistically analysed?
	
	
	

	19. Are the results discussed in view of literature data?
	
	
	

	Conclusions

	20. Are the Conclusions justified by the results?
	
	
	

	References

	21. Are the References up-to-date and properly selected?
	
	
	

	22. Are all the references cited necessary?
	
	
	

	Tables and Figures

	23. Are all Tables and Figures necessary?
	
	
	

	24. Are all Tables and Figures clearly presented and organised?
	
	
	

	25. Are titles and legends of Tables and Figures correct and clear?
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