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Compulsory REVISION comments

much

1.

2.

The manuscript needs a series of modifications for its publication:

The title is too long. It must be realized.

The summary should be modified in part: The section on material and method
should include the statistical analysis at least and should be better synthesized
from a methodological point of view, and not be extended in detail. The section
itself, would be material and method.

The sample is small. It is true that it is a trial, but it would be advisable to
increase the sample if possible. The article would win in scientific rigor.

The discussion can be improved. The results of the study already described in
their corresponding section should not be mentioned, nor should the Tables
themselves be mentioned. In any case, the findings found briefly should be
synthesized at the beginning of the discussion, and from there, a good
discussion should be spun with the data obtained and the current bibliography
on the subject, contrasting it in an orderly and structured way.

All these comments have been reviewed and corrected and attached .Thanks very

All correction done
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