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because it is not only a question of noting the disparities between the provinces, but
also of presenting their intensity in them. and therefore, only one clarification is
missing because of the absence of the concept "magnitude™

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and

results. 2

In this abstract, the purpose and methods are not clearly specified, except for the
results which are clearly shown. It is interesting that the methods, especially, are
specified.

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling

mistakes in this article. 4

| did not notice any grammatical errors or spelling mistakes in this article, except
on page 6: Les disparités sont analyséea s entre les provinces,.../ Les disparités
sont analysées entre les provinces. ..

Also, it should be noted that in footnote 1, the total range of variation should be
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4. The study methods are explained clearly. 5

Reading on page 6, it appears that the methods are well explained to the point that
even the less knowledgeable reader can understand.
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The abstract presents the object of the study and also some results. However, it
does not provide any information on the methodology adopted to address the
various research questions.
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