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

The title fits to the main idea of the paper.

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

Even the abstract consists of the sections needed in the abstract parts. | recommend author to
remove the subtitles from the abstract.

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this
article.
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4. The study methods are explained clearly. 5




It is possible to understand the way and the methodology of the paper.

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

(a brief explanation is recommendable)

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

content. 2

For this paper the conclusion part should be longer. In this context it will better for the readers and
research to take in the ideas covered in the research paper.
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It is not possible to claim that the references chosen for the paper is sufficient.
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The topic of the paper is interesting and the methodology used in the paper is
acceptable.

The abstract part of the paper includes some subtitles and it doesn’t fit to the
journal abstract way. The conclusion part is short and it should be developed.
Moreover the references used in the paper are unfortunately not sufficient. I
believe there should be more research papers to be benefited. After making these

revisions this paper can be published.
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