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Dear reviewer!
We hereby ask you to answer the questions by marking the corresponding "Yes" or "No" columns. If necessary, you can make more detailed explanations in the "Notes" column. Editorial comments can be noted directly in the text of the article.

Author (s) _________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

Paper title _________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

	No.
	Criteria
	YES
	NO
	Notes

	
	Introduction
	
	
	

	1
	The Section reveals the relevance of the research
	
	
	

	2
	The Section reflects the author's personal contribution to the development of the corresponding scientific direction
	
	
	

	
	Literature Review
	
	
	

	1
	Contains a critical analysis of available research on the topic and a comparison of various authors' views
	
	
	

	
	Methods
	
	
	

	1
	Contains a description of the object (subject) of the research and the methods, methodologies and techniques used for the research, including methods for collecting, processing and analyzing data
	
	
	

	2
	Methods correspond to the purpose and/or objectives (hypotheses) of the research
	
	
	

	
	Results
	
	
	

	1
	The Section shows a clear link between the paper title and the results obtained
	
	
	

	
	Discussions
	
	
	

	1
	The Section provides an interpretation of the results obtained highlighting their novelty and significance
	
	
	

	2
	Discussion of the results has been carried out adequately to the results obtained
	
	
	

	
	Conclusions
	
	
	

	1
	The Section summarizes results of addressing the main research tasks, and draws conclusions regarding the confirmation or refutation of the hypothesis the author put forward in the introduction
	
	
	

	2
	The Section assesses the scientific novelty and practical value of the results obtained
	
	
	

	3
	This Section contains no statements that do not follow from the text of the paper
	
	
	

	
	Meeting general requirements
	
	
	

	1
	There are no semantic repetitions in the text unreasonably increasing the paper’s volume.
If "Yes," please specify the pages containing semantic repetitions in the "Note" column
	
	
	

	2
	The text does not contain parts not directly related to the topic of the paper
If "Yes," please specify the pages containing parts of text not directly related to the topic of the paper in the "Note" column
	
	
	

	3
	The text does not contain parts with broken reasoning logic
	
	
	

	4
	The paper contains no signs of illegal borrowing or other forms of violation of scientific ethics by the author when writing the material
	
	
	

	5
	The paper is written in a competent scientific language
	
	
	



Recommendations and comments on the paper contents:
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Reviewer conclusion (please circle the appropriate item):
1. Paper is recommended for publication.
2. Recommended for publishing after handling the comments.
3. After a significant revision, the paper must undergo re-review.
4. Not recommended for publishing.
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