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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 4 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 
Author does outline singular space adequately 
 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 3 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 
much too short – it should be more instructive 
 
 

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this 
article.  3 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 
There are few spelling errors particularly in references where publications in Russian are 
written in  non-English way. I suggest to use the title of an original publication and then quote 
that it is in Russian. Exception is, of course, Landau. 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 2 



(a brief explanation is recommendable) 
The paper is interesting, but it lacks results 

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 2 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 
I suggest that the author provides some results of the singular space concept 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the 
content. 2 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 
Itfollows from 4. And 5. 

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 
See comment 3. 
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