Referee report
Recommendations (based on “How to become good at peer review” (https://violentmetaphors.com/2013/12/13/how-to-become-good-at-peer-review-a-guide-for-young-scientists/)
Peer review is a crucial part of scholarly communication. During this process, authors ideally receive helpful comments on the (a) significance and, (b) novelty of their work as well as (c) suggestions on how to improve it. Remember that the article is being evaluated and not the author, so be polite and fair at all times.
The end goal is to ensure that only high-quality research is published and to prevent the distribution of incorrect or fraudulent data.
Without good referees, the peer review system cannot work, so it is up to all of us to write honest and useful peer review reports. 
Evaluating academic articles is also an excellent way to keep up with the literature and improve our own writing skills.
1. Before accepting a peer-reviewing task, please ensure you have the time. Remember that late reviews are not fair to the authors and the journal. 
2. Do you have the expertise required? It is not necessary to be an absolute specialist in the subject of the paper.
3. Being a reviewer is a great responsibility where it is not only important to be rigorous and critical, but also friendly and fair. A good way to start writing a report is to list out the positive aspects of the paper before pointing out the changes that need to be made.
Please read Dos and Don’ts for the referee (http://www.moca.net.ua/formality/for_referees.html) 
The report. Please reply to the next questions:
1. The manuscript shall be: a) accepted as it is; b) minor revision is required. If corrected the second revision is not necessary; c) major revision is required with further re-evaluation;
d) rejected
Select

2. Significance (what is the purpose of the research? Whom is it addressed to?) 
text
3. Novelty (which aspects are new?)
Text
4. Identify the hypothesis (idea) and 
Text
5. assess the methodology used
Text
6. Accuracy and reliability of the data
Text
7. Check the overall quality of the references (no more than 10% of self-citations)
Text
8. Is the article written in an organized and understandable way? ☐. If no, what shall be improved?
Text
9. Your further suggestions on how to improve the article.
The goal is to help the authors improve the quality of their paper, and the best way to achieve this is by giving them concrete examples and advice. 
Purely negative comments without clear suggestions on how to make the manuscript better are mostly useless. Instead of writing general sentences like “the results are unclear” or “the manuscript needs to be rewritten,” the feedback should be more specific letting the authors know exactly what can be improved. Which parts of their paper are unclear and why? What changes could they make to support their claims? Are more experiments required, and if yes, which ones? Make sure that the changes to be made are realistic and can be performed within a reasonable time.
Text 
10. Conflicts of Interest.
a) The authors of the manuscript are your close friends, colleagues, or collaborators select
b) You have a contentious relationship with the authors  select
c) You may receive personal or financial gain from the publication of the paper select
d) You are working on a very similar project, which may be hindered by the publication of the paper select
