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5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
1. The theme addressed in the manuscript is of high relevance currently being one of the 

greatest current concerns of humanity and the scientific community. The results must be 
shown during the manuscript and compared with other scientific studies. Please, include 
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