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	1. Article under consideration

	
	corresponds to the profile of the journal

	
	does not correspond to the profile of the journal (In this case, the article is automatically rejected

	
	Explanation is possible in form: “Other comments and recommendations (including on the design)”)

	2. The structure of the article (it is allowed to choose several positions):

	
	complies with the provisions set forth in the rules for authors;

	
	does not have the “Abstract” section, needs reworking;

	
	does not have a section with a problem statement or a problem statement is not clear, needs reworking;

	
	does not have a section with a description of the method or the methods used are not clear, needs reworking;

	
	does not have a section with the results of calculations or experiments, needs reworking;

	
	does not have a section with conclusions or conclusions are not obvious, needs reworking;

	
	does not have a list of references, needs reworking;

	
	is not clear as such.

	3. Title of the article:

	
	faithfully reflects its content, it is clear and optimal in size;

	
	correctly reflects its content, but requires a reduction;

	
	does not fully reflect the content and needs reworking;

	
	poorly reflects the content of the article and must be changed.

	4. The “Abstract” sections of article:

	
	faithfully reflects its content, it is clear and optimal in size (200–250 words);

	
	correctly reflects its content, but requires a reduction/expansion (underline/delete the option);

	
	does not fully reflect the content and needs reworking;

	
	poorly reflects the content of the article and must be changed.

	5. The “Introduction” section (evaluated if available):

	
	contains useful facts and links on the topic of the article;

	
	contains the basics of the scientific approach or apparatus used;

	
	should be reduced;

	
	should be expanded;

	
	could be omitted by transferring the necessary material in the first section;

	* Fill in the required fields by marking with "X" the ones with which you agree. While evaluating the structure of the article, its presentation, references and results, several fields may be chosen.

	6. Scientific novelty of the problem (tasks):

	
	The problem described is novel;

	
	In general, the problem is known, but there are elements of novelty;

	
	The problem is not novel, but requires the development of new approaches to solving;

	
	The problem is not novel, its solution is not difficult

	
	The problem is not novel, its solution is known.

	7. Statement of the problem (it is allowed to choose several positions):

	
	is complete and clear;

	
	is not complete and requires a more detailed presentation and expansion;

	
	is not clear and requires a clearer presentation and reduction;

	
	is incomplete and unclear, requires substantial reworking;

	
	is quite missing.

	8. Novelty and effectiveness of the solution method:

	
	The method is novel;

	
	The method described is a significant development of known one;

	
	The method is known, but for the first time applied to problems of this type;

	
	The method is known and effective to solve the described problem;

	
	The effectiveness of the method is questionable;

	
	The method does not give the correct solution to this problem;

	
	The method is quite wrong.

	

	Results (it is allowed to choose several positions):

	
	Problem is solved for the first time;

	
	The new quality effects are discovered;

	
	The new quantitative or experimental data is presented;

	
	The new and effective method for solving a known problem/task is proposed;

	
	The results obtained are important for applications;

	
	The results contain/do not contain experimental confirmation (underline or delete option);

	
	The results contain/do not contain a comparison with similar studies (underline or delete option);

	
	There are no novel results.

	10. Presentation of the article (it is allowed to choose several positions):

	
	is clear and made by using a good scientific language;

	
	is satisfactory;

	
	needs reworking;

	
	requires substantial improvement;

	
	does not allow to evaluate its content.

	11. The “References” section (it is allowed to choose several positions):

	
	complies with the provisions set forth in the rules for authors;

	
	contains an excessive number of links and requires a reduction;

	
	contains an insufficient number of links and requires expansion;

	
	contains more than 25% of authorial self-citations, needs reworking;

	
	contains more than 25% of publicists self-citations, needs reworking;

	
	contains more than 50% of sources older than 10 years, needs reworking;

	
	does not contain links to articles from scientific journals, needs reworking;

	
	does not contain references to foreign sources, needs reworking;

	
	does not correspond to the content of the article;

	
	is quite missing.

	12. Mathematical formulas:

	
	are well structured, consistent with the style of the magazine;

	
	are overly awkward and poorly perceived, need reworking;

	
	do not use the generally accepted international system of designations, need to be improved;

	
	contain typing errors (not readable), need reworking;

	13. Illustrative and tabular material:

	
	is clear, has a good quality and consistent with the style of the journal;

	
	requires clarification or improvement in the content of the article, need to be improved;

	
	is redundant and should be reduced or reworked;

	
	is incomprehensible and must be reworked

	14. General comments and recommendations of the reviewer.

	14.1 
	Considered scientific problem and its relevance (1-2 sentences):


	14.2 
	What is new for the problem in question is contained in the submitted manuscript (2-3 sentences)?


	14.3
	Comments and recommendations on the essence of the article (the amount is not limited):


	14.4
	Other comments and recommendations (including on the design):


	15. The reviewer's overall conclusion:

	
	Send in print (without revision);

	
	Send in print after revision;

	
	Send to re-review after revision;

	
	Reject due to non-compliance with the subject matter of the journal;

	
	Reject due to poor scientific results;

	
	

	
	The reviewer wants to read the revised version of the manuscript and responses to comments.
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