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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 2 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
Only reported sociodemographic characteristics. Does not reflect caregivers. Title was a bit 
misleading.  
 

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

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
Needs reorganizing and more detail to reflect results.  
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article.  1 
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4. The study methods are explained clearly. 2 

Methods not clear. Need more details to clarify how and what was done. 
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