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1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)
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Chemical symbols in the text should be written correctly.

The years should be revised for Figure 1.

The figures have been poorly drawn and should be neatly, properly drawn.
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The analyses have been conducted, but the applied method, how the
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4.2,

7. The conclusion section should have better explained the comparisons.

8. English should be checked.
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