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Rating Result
Questions [Poor] 1-5
[Excellent]
1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 4
article.

(Please insert your comments)

It would be better the scientific name (Latin name) appears in the title. There are
several species of cactus. If a problem of identification of species, it is necessary to
put genus or to underline it in the summary

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




(Please insert your comments)
The objective is badly formulated

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 4
mistakes in this article.

(Please insert your comments)
Well written except a few grammatical errors

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 2

(Please insert your comments)

The method must be clear with a scientific approach and a proposal for a statistical
test.

“A representative sample of 66 people”. However, the authors do not explain this
representativeness. They did not inform us about the sampling strategy

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

(Please insert your comments)

More works on figures. some conclusions should only be pronounced by a statistical
test

We have 3.2.1 butnot 3.2 2

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and 4
supported by the content.

(Please insert your comments)
We should expect a recommendation to identify cactus species in the area

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4

(Please insert your comments)

(Banque mondiale, 2010) and (CSE, 2018) not listed in the bibliography

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation) :

Accepted, no revision needed

Accepted, minor revision needed

Return for major revision and resubmission X

Reject

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):
More work on methodology
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