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Questions 
Rating Result 
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

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

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 
The title reflect the content of the manuscript 

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

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 
The Abstract contain the objective of the study, a brief summary of the methodology, some important results 
(i.e. important features should be given), some conclusions drawn from the important features.   
3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this 
article.  4 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 
OK 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4 



(a brief explanation is recommendable) 
The methods used should be clearly stated. 
-  Author should indicate the reference (if any) of the methods used. 
-  A subtitle “Statistical analysis” should be provided (if applicable). The statistical method or test(s) used 
(if any) should be provided under this section. 
5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 4 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 
OK 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the 
content. 4 

a brief explanation is recommendable) 
OK 

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 
Author should check to make sure that all the references cited in the text are properly listed at the 
Reference section, and that all the references listed at the Reference section are properly cited in the 
text. 
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native speaker of the language used. 
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