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Evaluation Criteria:

Please give each evaluation item a numeric rating on a 5-point scale, along with an explanation for
each point rating.

Questions Rating Result
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]
1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 5

The title is clear, direct and intriguing the reader to discover more, both from a theoretical
audience and a professional or industrial one

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 1

Too shot, generic, and add nothing to the title, explaining not a what-how methodology,
neither reasons of interest or results. Must be rewritten in a very educated way.

3. There are grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article. 5

The text is basically clean (French language revision is positive)

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 2

This is a purely descriptive paper, with no research content, but for some quantitative data
gathering. I strongly advise to add the methodology chapter to explain this fact, nevertheless to
add a mention in the abstract.




5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 3

Yes it is clear and clean, even though betraying the great expectations of the title, it is too much
compilative.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the 3
content.

They are basic, authors need to clearly state result linking them with the expected outcomes (to be
done) and define limitations and future improvements.

7. The references are comprehensive and according to the APA
citation style.

(All the sources in the list of references are cited in the content and vice
versa)

Poor, too few, a bit messy, to be reviewed both the quality and the quantity of them and the APA
format of them, including retrieving date of the web sources.

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation) :

Accepted, no revision needed

Accepted, minor revisions needed

Return for major revision and resubmission X

Reject

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

The working methodology is still too poor, it must be reviewed, I do suggest to use web sources to be
sure to respect the minimum international standards, to review the abstract and state clearly expected
outcomes and results, limitations and improvements and most of all, the methodology. The topic is
engaging.
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