ORDER OF REVIEWING THE ARTICLES

1. According to the established order, all scientific articles submitted to the journal should be undergone a compulsory reviewing. For submitted articles accompanied by a specialist’s review, in any case the procedure of expert evaluation should be organized by the Editorial Board in the following order.

2. The Executive Secretary of the Editorial Board or the lead editor, should identify compliance of the article with the profile of the journal, the preparation requirements for publishing and, if necessary, should send the article for the first review to the Chief Editor or his/her Deputy. Then the article should be sent for reviewing to either one of the members of the Editorial Board or an external reviewer-specialist, a DPhil or a candidate of sciences whose scientific specialization is the closest to the article subject.
3. The reviewers should be informed that the manuscripts are property of the authors and contain information that must not be disclosed. It is not allowed to the reviewers to copy the articles. The reviewing should be confidential.

4. The reviewing term should be determined in each case by the Executive Secretary or the lead editor taking into account the best conditions for the most efficient publishing the article.
5. The reviewing should be confidential to the article authors. The review can be given to the author upon his/her written request without the signature and the name, the position and the organization of the reviewer. The review with the reviewer’s data can be provided for High certification commission (VAK) on request of councils of experts. 
6. The review should estimate the following aspects:

a) correspondence of the article contents to the article title; 
b) urgency of the article contents; 
c) assessment of the form of material representation and its availability; 
d) details of advantages and disadvantages of the article, corrections and additions that should be made by the author; 
e) appropriateness of publishing the article.

7. Based on the analysis of the article, in the final part of the review the reviewer’s clear findings  about either publishing the article in the submitted form or necessity of processing (improving) the article in accordance with  the reviewer’s comments should be given.

8. If the review contains recommendations for correction and improvement of the article, the Editorial Board should send the author the reviewer’s comments and offer him/her either to take them into account for improvement of the article or to refute them with arguments. The revised article should be sent for reviewing again.

9. If the article is not recommended by the reviewer for publishing, a negative opinion letter should be sent the author. In case of the author’s well-reasoned disagreement with the reviewer’s opinion, the author may ask the Editorial Board to direct his/her article for reviewing by another reviewer. In this case, the Editorial Board should send the article either for the second (additional) reviewing or give the author a motivated refusal of publishing. The final decision should be made by the Chief Editor or his/her Deputy, who has a right to publish the article in the form of a debatable one.
10. The positive review should not be sufficient grounds for publishing the article. The final decision about appropriateness and time of publishing after reviewing should be made by the Chief Editor or his/her Deputy, and, if necessary, by the Editorial Board of the journal. 
11. The Editorial Board of the journal does not keep articles not accepted for publication. All the articles received by the Editorial Board will not be returned to authors. 
12. Original reviews are kept in the Editorial office for five year.
