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Compulsory REVISION comments 
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In general, a very good and attractive subject.  
 
The authors were very clear in their research plan.  
 
The abstract is clear and provides clear introduction to the parts of the paper 
 
The introduction is appropriate and uses the appropriate references 
 
The literature is satisfactory to tie the title, the abstract and the literature itself to the 
methodology and later on to the discussions.  
 
The methodology is appropriate  
 
The results are clear, well presented appropriate to support the discussion about the 
objectives of the paper.  
 
The discussion is very good and appropriate because it does support the objectives 
declared through the paper 
 
Conclusion and recommendations are adequate but need to be validated with reported 
research 
 
Proofreading is needed 
 
Major problem with references: 
1. Review all references for consistency according to the Journal Citation style 
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