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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

Please read my comments/suggestions given below for preparing the revised draft: My 

Comments and Suggestions to Authors: 1- In my opinion, the abstract is too 

cumbersome and is hard to catch the key point. The keywords need to be more detailed. 

2- In the Introduction part, the new features of the proposed method and the main 

advantages of the results over others should be clearly described. 3- An introduction 

should clearly highlight the motivation, problem statement, the objective of the paper, 

gap in the existing research and the novelty of the conducted research. 4- Manuscript 

needs a good introduction, the introduction section of the manuscript is weak, authors 

are advised to improvise the introduction section. 5- The contributions presented in this 

paper are not sufficient for possible publication in this journal. I highly suggest authors 

to clearly define the contributions. 6- The "Result and Discussion" section requires 

further attention and clarification, as it currently falls short in adequately explaining the 

research findings. Furthermore, it is essential to present the results in a clear and 

well-organized manner. This could involve using tables, graphs, or other visual aids to 

help convey complex information more easily. It may also be helpful to break down the 
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results into smaller, more manageable sections. 7- The conclusions presented in this 

manuscript are lacking in depth and sophistication. I would recommend revising and 

expanding upon your conclusions to more effectively summarize and interpret the 

research findings.  

 


