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Reviewer instruction: Please evaluate the manuscript objectively, constructively and independently. The purpose of the report is to help the editor assess the manuscript and to help authors improve the work. Do not include confidential comments intended only for the editor in the author-comments section.
A. Manuscript Identification
	Manuscript ID
	[JERA-XXXX-XXXX]

	Manuscript Title
	[Title]

	Article Type
	☐ Research Article  ☐ Review  ☐ Technical Note  ☐ Case Study  ☐ Other

	Reviewer Name
	[Optional / according to review model]

	Date of Review
	[DD/MM/YYYY]


B. Reviewer Eligibility & Confidentiality
☐ I have sufficient subject/methodological expertise to evaluate this manuscript.
☐ I can complete the review within the requested timeframe.
☐ I have no financial, professional, personal, intellectual or other conflict of interest that would prevent an impartial review.
☐ I will keep the manuscript and review materials confidential and will not share them without permission from JERA.
☐ I will not use unpublished information from the manuscript for my own research or advantage.
☐ I have not reviewed this manuscript elsewhere or received it through another channel.
☐ I will inform the editor promptly if I discover a potential ethical concern, conflict of interest, authorship issue, plagiarism, data/image concern or other integrity problem.
C. Overall Recommendation
Select one recommendation. The final editorial decision is the responsibility of JERA's editor(s) and is not determined automatically by the reviewer's selection.
☐ Accept: suitable for publication without substantive revision.
☐ Minor Revision: limited revisions are required before publication.
☐ Major Revision: substantial revision and further editorial/review assessment are required.
☐ Reject: the manuscript is not suitable for publication in its present form and should not normally be reconsidered.
☐ Reject / Resubmit as New Manuscript: a substantially different manuscript would be required.
D. Detailed Evaluation
Use the scale below: 1 = Poor, 2 = Needs substantial improvement, 3 = Adequate, 4 = Good, 5 = Excellent. Use N/A where a criterion is not applicable.
	Criterion
	Rating
	Reviewer assessment / notes

	1. Relevance to JERA's scope
	[1–5 / N/A]
	Does the manuscript fit the journal's aims and engineering/application focus?

	2. Originality / Novelty
	[1–5 / N/A]
	Does it provide a meaningful new contribution, application, dataset, method or synthesis?

	3. Technical / Scientific Quality
	[1–5 / N/A]
	Are the technical foundations and scientific reasoning sound?

	4. Research Question / Objectives
	[1–5 / N/A]
	Are the problem statement, objectives or hypotheses clear and appropriate?

	5. Methodology
	[1–5 / N/A]
	Are methods sufficiently rigorous, reproducible and appropriate to the objectives?

	6. Data / Analysis
	[1–5 / N/A]
	Are data, statistical analysis, modelling or calculations adequate and correctly presented?

	7. Results
	[1–5 / N/A]
	Are results clear, complete and supported by the presented evidence?

	8. Discussion
	[1–5 / N/A]
	Does the discussion interpret findings appropriately and relate them to prior research?

	9. Conclusions
	[1–5 / N/A]
	Are conclusions supported by the results and not overstated?

	10. Figures / Tables
	[1–5 / N/A]
	Are figures/tables accurate, readable, necessary and properly referenced?

	11. References
	[1–5 / N/A]
	Are references relevant, sufficiently current, accurate and appropriately cited?

	12. Organization / Clarity
	[1–5 / N/A]
	Is the manuscript logically structured and understandable?

	13. Language / Presentation
	[1–5 / N/A]
	Is the language sufficiently clear for scholarly publication?

	14. Research Ethics / Integrity
	[1–5 / N/A]
	Are ethical, permission, authorship, originality and integrity issues adequately addressed?


E. Major Comments to the Authors
Please identify the principal scientific, technical, methodological or interpretive issues that must be addressed. Number comments where possible and give specific, actionable recommendations.
F. Minor Comments to the Authors
Please note smaller issues such as terminology, equations, formatting, figures, tables, references, grammar, clarity or typographical errors.
G. Methodological and Technical Assessment
Are the methods sufficiently described for another competent researcher to understand or reproduce the work?  ☐ Yes  ☐ Partly  ☐ No  ☐ N/A
Are controls, calibration, sample size, uncertainty, statistical procedures or validation adequate where applicable?  ☐ Yes  ☐ Partly  ☐ No  ☐ N/A
Are assumptions and limitations clearly identified?  ☐ Yes  ☐ Partly  ☐ No  ☐ N/A
Are the results consistent with the methods and data?  ☐ Yes  ☐ Partly  ☐ No  ☐ N/A
Are the conclusions justified by the evidence?  ☐ Yes  ☐ Partly  ☐ No  ☐ N/A
H. Research Integrity & Ethical Screening
☐ No apparent concern.
☐ Possible plagiarism / substantial text overlap - details below.
☐ Possible duplicate/redundant publication - details below.
☐ Possible data fabrication/falsification or image manipulation - details below.
☐ Possible inappropriate citation or citation manipulation - details below.
☐ Possible authorship or contributor concern - details below.
☐ Ethics approval/consent appears incomplete where required - details below.
☐ Third-party material/permissions may be problematic - details below.
☐ Other concern - details below.
Details / evidence / relevant locations in manuscript:
I. Confidential Comments to the Editor
Do not repeat routine revision comments here. Use this section for confidential information that should not be shared with authors, such as suspected serious misconduct, conflicts of interest, reviewer concerns about suitability, or other sensitive editorial matters.


J. Reviewer Recommendation Rationale
Briefly explain why the selected recommendation is appropriate. The rationale should be based on the manuscript's evidence, methodology, originality, relevance and presentation rather than on personal preference.
K. Reviewer Confirmation
☐ I have prepared this review independently and in good faith.
☐ My comments are professional, evidence-based and free from personal criticism.
☐ I have disclosed any relevant conflict of interest to the editor.
☐ I have maintained the confidentiality of the manuscript and review process.
☐ I have not used or appropriated unpublished material from this manuscript.
☐ I understand that my recommendation is advisory and that the final decision rests with JERA's editor(s).
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	Ethics/integrity follow-up
	☐ Yes  ☐ No
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