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Dear authors 
Congratulations on the Study. 
Below I make some considerations for the article to improve even more. 
 
Abstract 
- in methods explain better the methods used because it was not clear. 
The methodology is the same thing. place a session only. 
Results - is too long. the most important results for the study. 
 
2) Introduction 
- place the tables according to the standardization of the journal. 
- Remove further introduction. 
- Bring more objectivity to the central theme of the article. 
-Improve the justification for the study 
"I did not quite understand what the purpose of the job was. Review the last 
paragraph of the introduction. 
 
Methodology 
- is poor and without foundation. 
 
In general, the study needs to improve. 
 There is little objectivity of what the authors intended to do if it exists, it is 
not clearly stated. 
Authors need to improve writing. 

need to better describe what kind of study they are proposing to do considering the 
types of studies in the traditional scientific methodology. 
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