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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
In this paper, a fractional-order mathematical model for n species competing, in a 
chemostat, for a single resource is proposed. The global dynamics was studied, for any set 
of increasing growth functions. The end of the examination of the 
paper, this is an interesting new result. I have read this paper and I found the topic is 
interesting and the proof is robust. It has positive development in 
the Fractional calculus. Hence I recommend this 
paper for publication after the following minor revisions:  
1- Check carefully the end point and semicolons in the whole paper, for examples: 
 - In page 106, line 7, put "."  
- In page 107, last line 7, put "."  
 
 
I recommend it for publication after revisions. 
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