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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
1‐ The title should be modified. 
2‐ I can only say that the abstract may be enriched. There are no clear objectives 

mentioned in this article. The abstract is not well-written thus should be polished. 
3‐ The manuscript needs to better organize and write. Present in-depth analysis and 

interpretation in connection to results.  
4‐ Keywords should be chosen better than they are. 

 
5‐ All abbreviations should be given in nomenclature list. 

 
6‐ Introduction could be improved by adding more literature references related to article 
7‐ No comparative results or conclusions are provided 
8‐ The contributions should be more explicit. 
9‐ Present in-depth analysis and interpretation in connection to results.  
10‐ The explanation of figures and tables is insufficient. 
11‐ More comparative interpretation could be expected in the paper. 
12‐ In the Conclusions section, a brief overview of the results and the important numerical 

results of the work should be given. The findings in this section should be stated point 
by point. Thus, the conclusions of the present manuscript will be emphasized. 
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