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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 

 
The author presented an interesting and relevant 
article, which, however, needs work. The vast 
majority of the results is descriptive, but where 
there is evidence, there is no clear indication of 
how they were obtained.  
 

 

Precisions have been written in 3.3. 

Minor REVISION comments 

 
The author is also desirable to clarify amazing 
rounding. In addition, the choice of the partition 
must be made more carefully, because some of 
them are puzzling. 
 

Regarding rounding, comments were added in 

abstract, introduction and conclusion. 

 

It is right that partition in “results” does not 

match partition in “discussion”. An introduction 

at beginning of 4. was added to justify the 

partition in discussion and link it with “results” 

and to sustain it, comments were added in 3.2. 

Optional/General comments 

 
The author should be more carefully define the 
genre of articles 

 

 

 

No comment. 

 


