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suggestions here. 
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Are subsections and structure of the 
manuscript appropriate? 

Yes  

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 manuscript is scientifically robust and 
technically sound. All the concepts meet the 
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article suitable for scholarly 
communications? 
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