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

The title is clear and appropriate to the content of the article, as it highlights the 
content of the work. The keywords are present to indicate to the reader the intended 
purpose. 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 
results. 4 



The abstract summarizes the content of this article, pointing out the statistical 
analysis tools used and the different sources of data analyzed to arrive at the results 
obtained. 

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 
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supported by the content. 5 
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