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1. The whole abstract just explains the objective 

of the work. There is nothing on problem 

statement, results, findings, etc. 

2. The materials and methods section is totally 

wrong. I did not see even a single line 

explaining what to do and how to do. All 

equations are copy paste. 

3. The results and discussion section does not 

has any results, just print screen images of 

the software window highlighting the 

operating conditions. There are no plots, no 

information on what have been done, how 

and why.  

4. The authors simply added the tables of the 

data extracted from the software without 

discussions. 

 

All the equations have been corrected and 

properly numbered. 

All the figures and tables were properly 
explained to illustrate the findings of the 
authors 
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