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General instructions for the evaluation: The following criteria are provided to guide your evaluation. In the first section, please assign a score according to each criterion and provide the rationale supporting your assessment. At the end, it is very important for the author that you clearly justify your final decision regarding publication. (You may include additional comments directly in the manuscript file if desired).

	CRITERIA
	MAXIMUM SCORE
	ASSIGNED SCORE
	QUALITATIVE JUSTIFICATION (RATIONALE)

	1. ORIGINALITY

	1.1. The central topic of the article is original
	50
	
	

	2. METHODOLOGICAL RIGOR

	2.1. The type of study is clearly described and consistent with the results
	20
	
	

	2.2. The text clearly demonstrates clarity of information.
	20
	
	

	2.3. There is coherence between the results and the objectives
	20
	
	

	3. TEXT STRUCTURE

	3.1. Clear, concise, and precise title
	20
	
	

	3.2. Includes all components of a scientific article (abstract, keywords, introduction, materials and methods, results, discussion, conclusions, references)
	20
	
	

	3.3. Consistency between title, abstract, and content
	20
	
	

	4. DEVELOPMENT OF THE TOPIC

	4.1. Presents adequate sequence and coherence in the development of the topic
	20
	
	

	4.2. The treatment of the topic is based on updated and reliable sources
	80
	
	

	5. RELEVANCE

	5.1. The text is important for the community, the institution, and the advancement of knowledge in the field
	100
	
	

	5.2. The author’s contributions demonstrate argumentative coherence
	50
	
	

	6. FORMAL ASPECTS OF THE ARTICLE

	6.1. Style (clear, concise, precise, and coherent)
	20
	
	

	6.2. Grammar (agreement, spelling)
	30
	
	

	6.3. Presentation (adherence to author guidelines or standards)
	20
	
	

	6.4. References are sufficient, current, relevant, and consistent with Vancouver style
	10
	
	

	TOTAL
	500
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