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Minor REVISION comments 

 
1.  In Abstract section, the word “Using” in line 3 should 

be written “using”. 

2.  In “Study design” part of Abstract section, the word 

“Model” in line 1 should be written “model”. 

3.  In “Author’s contribution” part of Abstract section, the 

word “the” in line 1 should be written “The”. 

4.  In “Results” part of Abstract section, the word “is” in 

line 1 should be written “are”. 

5.  In section 2.3.1 in page 7, the word “Single” in line 119 

should be written “single”. 

6.  In section 6.1 in page 15, the word “characteristics” in 

335 should be written “characteristic”.   
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