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A Is this topic        1 suitable for the journal?                 Yes No 

2 of broad international interest?      Yes No 
3 significant?        Yes No 
4 novel?         Yes No 

 
Please explain your answers to items A1-4 here (briefly): 
 
 
 
B Clarity of objectives:              1 2 3 
 
C Quality of methods/correctness of mathematics:      1 2 3 
  
D Quality of data:                1 2 3 
 
E  Validity of assumptions and analyses:         1 2 3 
 
F Extent to which the interpretations/conclusions are supported by the data:   1 2 3 
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