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The manuscript should have a minor revision: 

 

a) Abstract: The author spent too much effort on 

explaining the model and forgot to write an 

introductory sentence and the study´s objectives. 

Also forgot to write a conclusion. Therefore, the 

abstract seems like is missing something; 

b)  The author did not include a literature review 

section or a theoretical section. The paper goes 

from 1. Introduction straight to Methodology. It 

seems that the author wrote both in the 

introduction section.  

c) The conclusion is too short mainly because there 

is a lot of missing detail from the obtained 

results.     

  

 

 We wish to thank the reviewer for his critical 

comments. We have modified the abstract by 

incorporating an introductory sentence, 

clarifying the objectives. WE agree with the 

reviewer’s comments that we have combined the 

introduction and literature review section, as is 

the usual practice with the top notch journals. 

Moreover, our Conclusion section also follows 

the usual trend wherein the findings are usually 

not placed as it amounts to repetition. 
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