PEER-REVIEW TEMPLATE FOR REVIEWERS
Dear reviewer, 

You are free to use your style in writing the review; however, for your convenience, we provide a structured reviewer form (see below).

If you choose to use our form, please, note that every negative answer in the table implies writing comments in the textual part of the review. If you have additional questions or comments that have not been mentioned in our form, please elaborate on them in the text. 

Please, immediately notify the Editior-in-Chief if you suspect plagiarism in the work under review. 
Manuscript Review 
Paper entitled:

Author: 
Brief description of the manuscript 
Is the paper under review scientifically sound? 
Please, provide your comments and recommendations below: 

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Conclusion (please select one that is applicable):

1. Accept the manuscript in its current version (or with minor formal changes, such as style, references, etc.);

2. Return the manuscript for minor revision. The required revisons should be completed within the period of 2 weeks.

3. Return the manuscript for major revision. The required revisions should be completed within the period of 2 months, upon which the manuscript is forwarded for additional peer review. Major revision may involve re-structuring of the text, introduction of new sections or additional illustrations, etc. 

4. Reject the manuscript without possibility of correction. The reasons for this decision may be a low scientific quality, plagiarism, data falcification or refusal of the author to consider the reviewer’s comments without proper argumentation.  
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Reviewer’s questionnaire
Paper entitled:

Author: 
Kindly answer the following questions

	Question
	Yes/NO

	Does the manuscript under review comply with the Journal’s scope? 
	

	If yes, does the manuscript under review contain novel findings? 
	

	Is the manuscript written in a purely scientific style? 
	

	Does the manuscript present a clear statement of the research problem?
	

	Has the research relevance of the problem been justified? 
	

	Has the research methodology been clearly described? 
	

	Does the text contain references to previous research, which was aimed at solving a similar problem? 
	

	Has the experiment, which was used to solve the posed problem, been convincingly and reliably described?
	

	Does the manuscript have a conclusion summarizing the findings? 
	

	Does the conclusion contain any formulations that do not logically follow from the body of the article?  
	

	Are the conclusions formulated with a degree of generalization higher than that which is permissible on the basis of the results obtained? 
	

	Does the text contain any semantic repetitions that unreasonably increase its volume? 
	

	Does the text contain any fragments (unreasonably increasing its volume) that do not carry a semantic load or are not directly related to the research problem? 
	

	Does the text contain any logical fallacies? 
	

	Does the text contain any ambiguous statements?
	

	Do(es) the author(s) use their own terminology without proper explanation or other terms that are not broadly used?  
	

	Does the reviewer recommend the manuscript for publication without revision? (Please note that typesetting issues cannot be the reason for returning a paper for revision) 
	

	If the reviewer cannot recommend the manuscript for publication without revision (minor or major), what are the reasons? Please, explain your reasons in the textual part of the review. 
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