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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 
 

When reviewing scientific papers for publication, I usually start with a general overview in 
terms of a structure, abstract, literature review, methodology, findings of the research, 
discussion, conclusions, as well as limitations of the study. 
The subject discussed in the paper is timely. And the structure of the paper is clear and 
consistent with accepted standards. 
To improve the quality of the paper I would suggest to: 
1. To clarify the duration of the research. 
2. To indicate the research limitations. 
3. Lack of follow-up research recommendations. 
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