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Please give each evaluation item a numeric rating on a 5-point scale, along with a thorough 
explanation for each point rating. 

 

Questions 
Rating Result 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 5 

The title of the paper adequately represents the focus of the study in that the study did examine the 

components identified in the title of the paper.  

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 3 

The first sentence of the abstract indicates the objective of the study. More depth is needed about 

the method employed – such as narrative summary of the information in figure 1.  The description 

of results should have statement of the 3 analyses described in the section “Results of Research” – 

this should be included before the last sentence of the abstract. 

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

4 

The first two lines in the section “Methodology of Research” had some spelling errors.  Otherwise, 

the article seemed to have correct grammar and spelling. 

 

 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 5 

  The Methodology section provides clear description of all aspects of the study method employed to 

include several tables and figures for further enhancement of clarity. 

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

Other than the feedback noted in other sections of this review, the body of the paper was well-

organized and clear in presentation of background, methodology, and study results. 

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

5 

The section “Discussion and Conclusion” provided clear summary of the content of the paper.  It 

began with a restatement of the study purpose, summarized the different data-analyses performed, 



 

 

and ended with a statement of overall results obtained as related to the objective of the study. 

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 5 

The reference list provides extensive support for different components of the study and represents a 

thorough blend of applicable background and other research that is relevant to this study. 
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