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Reviewer’'s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript
and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

Although the underlying motivation for the study is good, this paper
is not well written, and it will make the reader confused. Thus, |
cannot recommend it for publication in its current form. The authors
are advised to spend more time on their paper to enhance the
readability. In addition, they should also consider the following
points.

1 - Figure 1 does not show any graph other than numbers in the x
and y axes.

2 —There is no fitting parameters provided for Figs. 2 and 3.

3 —What is Tte coefficient of determination, as written in the
footnote of Table 1?

4 — Background references are greatly missing in the ms.

5 —The objective of the study, as written in the introduction section,
is unclear. It needs significant revision.

6 — A significant part of the paper comprises Equations and related
discussions. | ask the authors to move most of it to the
supplementary section. However, they must keep the key
components in the main body of the ms.

7 — There are many grammatical mistakes. These should be
eliminated.

I suggest the authors to submit a significantly revised version of this
ms for further evaluation and possible publication.
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(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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