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Reviewer B: 

Recommendation: Revisions Required 

 

------------------------------------------------------ 

The TITLE is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 

The title is acceptable and refers to the content of the paper. 

The ABSTRACT clearly presents objects, methods, and results. 

yes, the objectives, the method and the results are good 

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

Yes, revise the style of writing and some turns of phrase 

The study METHODS are explained clearly. 

Yes, the method is clear, only too long for the reader 

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

The body text is good. Check table titles 

The CONCLUSION or summary is accurate and supported by the content. 

Yes, it corresponds to the content of the text submitted 

The list of REFERENCES is comprehensive and appropriate. 

Yes, very up-to-date. 

Just number the references 

Please rate the TITLE of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

3 

  

Please rate the ABSTRACT of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

4 



  

Please rate the LANGUAGE of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

3 

  

Please rate the METHODS of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

3 

  

Please rate the BODY of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

3 

  

Please rate the CONCLUSION of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

4 

  

Please rate the REFERENCES of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

4 

  

Overall Recommendation!!! 

Accepted, minor revision needed 

  

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 



Revoir la méthodologie car le texte est long pour une meilleure compréhension.  

Intégrer toutes les observations pour la qualité du papier.  


