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Minor REVISION comments 
 

Fig. 5C),  page  9  is  highlighted  for  some  reasons,  maybe you  would  like  to  check   it 
because there  is no figure 5 C in the manuscript. 
 
Headings are  sometimes ended with dots and  sometimes without, maybe you would like 
to unify this. 
 
I  do  not  see limitations of the  study described in the  ‘conclusions’ section or  any  other 
section of the manuscript. I think they should be discussed. 
 
I think  the  ‘conclusions’ section should be  expanded about  suggestions of future 
research in the field, unless the presented study is exhaustive in its findings and  there  is 
nothing else to be explored. 
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