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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 3

(a brief explanation is recommendable)

The title is very clear and appropriate, however there are some content issues in terms of how the
data is shown in the article. For instance, the information shown in the tables is the same as in the
figures, so it should be one or the other, but not both.

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

(a brief explanation is recommendable)
The abstract in Spanish is well structured, but the English version does not read well.

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

(a brief explanation is recommendable)
Minors mistakes trough out the document

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4




(a brief explanation is recommendable)

All the aspects regarding methodology are in the article, however there are not well put together in
paragraph fashion, therefore reading can be bugging at times.

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

(a brief explanation is recommendable)

The structure of the manuscript needs some formatting. At times the reading becomes confusing due
to the structure of this manuscript. In mi opinion, some paragraphs need to be put together for better
understanding.

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

(a brief explanation is recommendable)
The summary needs some work. The English translation does not read properly.

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4

(a brief explanation is recommendable)

References can be updated, but they ones used are comprehensive and appropriate for the results
and the conclusions in this study.
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Accepted, no revision needed

Accepted, minor revisions needed X

Return for major revision and resubmission

Reject

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

The changes that need to be made to the article are just cosmetics, meaning
editing. The article is very interesting, but it needs to read better.

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:

The article needs some major editing to do in terms of structuring the article in a

more reading friendly manner. Other than that, the article is good.
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