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Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this
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Extremely important review due to increasing social media platforms as
sources of information

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

Yes
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Yes they are appropriate

Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness
of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is
scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4
sentences may be required for this part.

This is because it based on the current challenges of growing SMPs as
sources of information some of which is not factual.
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