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

Rating Result
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]
3

The title generally describes the merit of the contribution, but it is not clear from the title or
abstract that the location of the issue, that is, which region, the country is covered.
2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results.

2

Basically, there is an abstract on the subject, but it is too general, rather descriptive than
methodically oriented, and there is no apparent result.
3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this
article.

4

The article is written in solid English at the academic level, without any major clumsiness in
expressing and grammatical errors.
4. The study methods are explained clearly.

3

The methodology is quite descriptive, the author does not state his own methodological approach,

the author focuses only on statistical evaluation, where he lists the exact evaluation tools.
5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors.

3

The article is descriptive analytical, it has the character of an overview study but it contains
interesting data and the content is beneficial, it can identify the added value.
6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the
content.
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The conclusions and summaries are generalizing, but correspond to the presented problem and
concept of the author.
7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate.
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The links are relevant, the corresponding issues are only relatively older.
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):
I recommend that the abstraction of the problem solving should be specified (to be defined locally) and
that the methodology and results should be specified here briefly. Examination methods would also
deserve a brief definition of the author's approach.
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