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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
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his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

The author(s) did an excellent work. However  
1. The Abstract did not provide a snap shot of the results discussed in the 

research 
2. Conclusions need to be elaborated  
3. The figures are not clear and they need to be clear  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Dear Reviewer, 
� We would like to express our thankfulness for your much constructive and 

valuable advices. We have revised the paper following your comments 
and suggestions. The changes made in the revision appear in yellow, and 
the answers to your comments are listed as follows. 

� Following your suggestion，we have made the corresponding changes to 
the summary section. 

� Following your suggestion，we have made corresponding changes and 
additions to the conclusions section. 

� Thank you for your carefully read and detailed comments,we have 
changed the unclear picture to make it clearer. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1. The method need to be clearly stated  
2. The references need to be consistence  

 
 
 
 

�Thank you very much for your question, thank you for reading our article 
carefully. We have added some descriptions in the theoretical part to make 
our improvement method clearer. 
�Thank you for your carefully read and detailed comments，When we saw 
this amendment, we attached great importance to this opinion. For your 
comments, we have modified the references and mapped them one by one. 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The equations are perfectly presented with much clarity  
 
 

Finally, we have thoroughly revised the paper in order to present a more 
clear and concise manuscript. We hope these corrections will meet with 
approval. Once again, thank you very much for your comments. 
 
With Best Regards. 
 

Lang Yu & Co-authors. 
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As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper. 
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