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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)
The title is pertinent with the content of the paper.
2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 4
results.
(Please insert your comments)




The abstract is appropriate

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

(Please insert your comments)

The English is too correct. The authors should change in the introduction
“most” to “more”

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3

(Please insert your comments)
The article is an opinion review.

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain 4
errors.

(Please insert your comments)
The paper is concise and interesting

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

(Please insert your comments)
The conclusions are correct.

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4

(Please insert your comments)

The references are appropriate. However, if the authors use the Harvard’s system for
referencing, the references should be ordered in alphabetical order. In any way, the
references must adapt to the rules of ESJ. Minor modifications should be made in
the following references: 2. “de” changes to “De”. “van” changes to “Van”. 4.
“resuscitation” changes to “Resuscitation”. 6. “146:4 Suppl” changes to “146(Suppl.
4):”. 12. “what” changes to “What”. 18. “146:4 Suppl.” changes to 146(Suppl. 4):”.

21. (2) should be deleted.
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

In the introduction SARS and MERS are not pandemic, but only outbreak and this
concept should be changed (line 10).

The paper is concise, interesting and offers an useful information.




