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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comments (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 

the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 

should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

 

The title of the manuscript is deceptive since the 

manuscript deals with the review of Flue Gas treatment 

unit for packaged gasoline generators. No invention was 

developed by the author(s). The literature review is 

hardly linked to the topic since the contents only covers a 

review/assessment of Flue Gas treatment Unit. From the 

author’s write up, the methodology stated is not meant to 

analyse any objective. There is no data to be analysed, 

therefore, the analytical tools are not useful and 

therefore rendered the conclusion invalid. The work is 

not scientifically robust. From the methodology, the work 

only describes a research proposal intended to carry out 

at a later date with the analytical tools stated since the 

analytical tools were not employed for any data analysis.     

The only basis for continuation is for the author(s) to 

rephrase the topic, rewrite the entire manuscript as a 

literature survey of Flue Gas treatment unit for packaged 

gasoline generators.   

The paper title has been modified to: Literature 

Survey of Flue Gas Treatment Unit for Packaged 

Gasoline Generators. The analytical and 

methodology sections have been dropped. The 

literature review has been upgraded and 

reorganization carried out. 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

  

Optional/General comments 

 

 

 

The topic should be rephrased and methodology strongly 

revised. 

 

 

 


