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Minor REVISION comments 

 

The manuscript contains a lot of results, which are well presented. The 
methodology (working approach), discussion and conclusions are believable, 
clear, and sound. I recommend acceptance of this manuscript to be published 
after minor revision. I have 5 suggestions of this manuscript: 
1. The capital and lowercase letter of this chapter and section should be 

unified. 
2. The authors need to explain more what is the ultimate objective with this 

manuscript? It should be highlighted. 
3. The argument of the mathematic model is precise and the definition of 

statistical analysis model is also quite clear. If authors can analyze the 
different economic problem in the other countries in the future, the 
consequence would be better. 

4. Authors can increase and describe the valuable results more in the 
“Conclusions” section. 

How can the results be used for practical application? Authors can describe 
more in the conclusion. 
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