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Although the subject is very interesting, the style  to take this 
subject into account is not well established. The E nglish is 
very poor, Punctuation is very poor and also gramma r is 
awful.  

 

Specific comments:  No comment.  
Title and abstract  Title is not good enough. The year 2006 must have another place 

to be stated. It is same in abstract. First it was written with so poor 
English. The importance of the study is absent.  

 

Introduction  (Is the problem/objective of this study original, 
important and well defined?) 

In the section English is so poor again. No attention for punctuation 
and writing. The novelty is lost. The importance of the study is lost. 
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The answer is absent.  
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suitable current references authors need to cite? 

References are adequate.  
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The material and method are suitable for the purpose in 
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and appropriate statistical analyses been carried out?)  

It is needed a table to report the results. Diagnostics and 
discussion are fair enough.  
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studies, no restrictions and no policy implications.  
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