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Compulsory REVISION comments 
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Minor REVISION comments 
 

In 3:00: Producción anual de los encuestados de la producción de carbón vegetal: 
Indicate that the coal production data come from verbal information, therefore may have 
biases that the reader should consider. 
In Methods: Indicate the ethical aspect considered in the study. If there was informed 
consent and approval of the study by an ethics committee 
In Conclusion and Recommendations: The conclusions and recommendations should 
reflect what was considered objective: Evaluate the perceived health effects of charcoal 
production; in fact, those indicated in conclusions, which can eventually reduce their 
productive years, have not studied them. Avoid recommendations not arising from the 
study. It is suggested to refine the conclusions and recommendations. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

The study has allowed to know the perception of the charcoal producers with respect to the 
health problems to which they are subjected in this work; information that must be properly 
used to implement improvement strategies. The methodology and obtaining of results has 
been adequate; therefore, I suggest that the article be published once the observations 
indicated in the evaluation format. 
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