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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1. Remove typo mistakes and grammatically mistakes  
2. Add the nomenclature part. 
3. Enrich and improve the Introduction section with new references. 
4. The original points must be explained well. 
5. Write the conclusion in the form of important points. 
 
 

We greatly appreciate the time and focus of the reviewers dedicated to our 
manuscript. The reviewers' comments are highly constructive. We sincerely 
believe that the reviewers’ comments have helped us to improve the 
manuscript. 
 
1. The manuscript was revised. 
2. The nomenclature section was added. 
3. The Introduction section was improved and new references were included. 
4. The Introduction section was improved for a better explanation of the 
original points. The abstract section also was improved. 
5. The conclusion was written in the form of important points. 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
- Some explanation of the used method is useful if include in revised form  
-   Results discussion is limited.  

The results and discussion section was revised and rewritten in order to 
improve the results discussion. New graphs were also included in this section. 
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