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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 4
article.

The title is quite long but describes the main point of the analysis




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

(Please insert your comments)

The abstract includes too much of statistical methods. I suggest a higher
emphasis to the problems and the conclusion. Avoid using abbreviations in the
abstract.

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

The text needs thorough grammar and language review. Understanding of the
text is not limited, but too much of small annoying mistakes have remained.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 5

The methods are popular and usual in the field.

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

The explanation is correct; excluding the grammar problems, the text is
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model results.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and
supported by the content.
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grammar review and the rethinking of the abstracts and the conclusion may improve
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