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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 
article. 3 

The title is clear and explains well, but it expressed in a trivial and pop way. I 
advise a more professional and academically captivating wording (especially 
without “really want”)  
 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 4 



results. 

The abstract is clear and well written.I would adsvise to suggest outcomes. 
 

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 
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Clear and correct. The form can be improved. I suggest to avoid “we cannot 
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Yes, but under Literature review it should not take place the QFD. It should be 
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