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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
This article presents interesting ideas, but presents some key weaknesses on which 
the authors should work. In particular I think the most noteworthy, in my opinion are: 
- The article should present a deeper and more systematic review of the literature, in 
a more organized way, and above all, spun with the rest of the article.  
- It does not seem clear what the scientific methodology followed in the research has 
been. There are no clear research questions, it is not well motivated what problem 
we solve and why this system is necessary. 
- There are not included results of easy form to interpret, nor comparative with 
respect to the revised works in the state of the question.  
- It would include a section to discuss these results and to validate the proposal 
itself. Furthermore, I believe that the section on conclusions is too succinct and 
does not present any promising future lines in the area. 
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