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A. 
Overview
Please rate each item by putting an x in the appropriate box.

	№
	Review criteria
	Poor
	Fair
	Good
	Very good

	1.
	Importance of topic to readers & compliance of the presented article with the thematic focus of the conference
	
	
	
	

	2.
	Clarity of goals and objectives or research questions
	
	
	
	

	3.
	Adequacy of the research method and accuracy of data analysis
	
	
	
	

	4.
	Appropriate of results and accuracy of conclusions
	
	
	
	

	5.
	Figures, tables, graphs, and references are cited properly
	
	
	
	

	6.
	Writing style and grammar; clarity of ideas and language
	
	
	
	

	7.
	Completeness and quality of the bibliographic list, limitation of self-citation
	
	
	
	


The paper is considered to have originality, novelty, and innovation

The abstract should provide a brief background of the problem (preferably 1-2 sentences), a clear objective of the paper, methodology (research design, sampling, instruments, procedures, and data analysis), main outcomes and results, and the conclusions. The author follows word limitations (150‐300 words)

The introduction should provide a clear background, a clear statement of the problem, the relevant literature on the subject, the proposed approach or solution, and the new value of research.

The Introduction should explain previous relevant studies and their main limitations, and suggest solution to solve the limitation, and to show the scientific merit or novelties of the paper.
B.
Reviewer’s comments
Please provide your detailed comments on the article in Section B which should include the reasons for your recommendation in Section C.  Bear in mind the need to give constructive feedback to the authors.

	Strength 

	


	Weakness 

	


	Suggestions for improvements

	


C.
Objective Evaluation:

	Guideline
	A score of this  manuscript

	Accept as It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>6-8)

Serious Major revision: (>4-6)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-4)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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