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Instructions: mark applicable points with an ✗ or ☑. Section 14 must be completed. Section 16 is for editorial use only.

1. Relevance to Journal Scope 

☐ Relevant to the journal's scope
☐ Not relevant to the journal's scope (in this case, the manuscript is automatically rejected)
2. Article Structure (multiple options may be selected) 

☐ Complies with author guidelines
☐ Missing abstract, requires revision
☐ Missing or unclear problem statement, requires revision
☐ Missing or unclear methodology section, requires revision
☐ Missing or incomplete results section, requires revision
☐ Missing or unclear conclusions, requires revision
☐ Missing references, requires revision
☐ Lacks clear structure

3. Article Title 

☐ Accurately reflects content, concise and clear
☐ Reflects content, but should be shortened
☐ Partially reflects content, requires clarification
☐ Does not reflect content, should be revised

4. Abstract 

☐ Accurately reflects content, optimal length (200–350 words)
☐ Reflects content, but should be shortened or expanded
☐ Partially reflects content, should be expanded
☐ Inadequate reflection of content, needs to be rewritten

5. Introduction 

☐ Includes relevant facts and references
☐ Provides the foundation of approach or methodology
☐ Should be shortened
☐ Should be expanded
☐ May be removed with content moved to main body

6. Scientific Novelty 

☐ The problem is new
☐ The problem is known but includes novel aspects
☐ Known problem, requires new approaches
☐ Known problem, not relevant

7. Problem Statement 

☐ Clear and complete
☐ Incomplete, requires clarification
☐ Unclear, needs refinement or shortening
☐ Absent or significantly inadequate

8. Method Novelty and Effectiveness 

☐ New method
☐ Significant development of known method
☐ Known method, applied for the first time to this problem
☐ Known and effective method
☐ Effectiveness is questionable
☐ Method is ineffective or flawed

9. Research Results (multiple options may be selected) 

☐ The problem is solved for the first time
☐ New qualitative effects identified
☐ New quantitative or experimental data presented
☐ Effective method for solving a known problem proposed
☐ Results are practically significant
☐ Experimental validation is present / not present
☐ Comparison with existing research is present / not present
☐ No new results

10. Presentation Style 

☐ Clear, scientific language
☐ Satisfactory
☐ Needs improvement
☐ Needs substantial revision
☐ Unclear, content cannot be assessed

11. References (multiple options may be selected) 

☐ Complies with journal requirements
☐ Excessive, should be reduced
☐ Insufficient, should be expanded
☐ Over 25% author self-citations
☐ Over 25% journal self-citations
☐ Over 50% sources older than 10 years
☐ No references to academic journals
☐ No international sources
☐ Not relevant to content
☐ Absent

12. Mathematical Content 

☐ Well-structured, fits journal style
☐ Overly complex, hard to follow
☐ Does not use international notation standards
☐ Formatting errors present

13. Illustrative and Tabular Material 

☐ Clear and high quality
☐ Needs explanation or clarification in text
☐ Excessive, should be reduced
☐ Unclear, should be revised
☐ Lacks English translation

14. Reviewer’s Comments 14.1. Problem and its relevance:
…

14.2. Novelty of the manuscript:
…

14.3. Substantive comments:
…

14.4. Additional remarks (including formatting):
…

15. Reviewer’s Overall Conclusion 

☐ Accept without changes
☐ Accept with minor revisions
☐ Resubmit for second review after revision
☐ Reject — not within journal scope
☐ Reject — scientifically weak

☐ Reviewer wishes to see revised manuscript and responses
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