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Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

I would be happy to recommend this article for publication after 

authors address the following issues: 

1/ In abstract you should properly explain the purpose of this study 

and what new findings (or theoretical novelty) this study offers.  

2/ Since not all readers are deeply familiar with the presented theory, 

theoretical model given in Eqs. (1.1) and (1.2) should be properly 

explained.  

3/ Please provide a detailed description of all variables and 

parameters used in all equations, so the mathematical model is clear. 

You should also explain the meaning of particular components, 

especially in Eqs. (1.1) and (1.2). Btw, is this equation notation , i.e. 

(1.1), (1.2), …., adequate? 

4/ There is a number of misprints and grammatical mistakes. Please 

check all text thoughtfully. I just identified some mistakes below.   

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

Please extend abstract describing more clearly the purpose of this article.  

Avoid using reference to literature in Abstract.  

Page 1, line 37: “the formal”: ? should be “the former” 

Page 1, line 40: Correct: “The combine effects  of increase…”  
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