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there are many studies in the literature about this subject, the novelty of method used in
this manuscript is environmentalist and the paper is publishable.

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:

The manuscript is well written. The aim of the study and the results are explained
clearly. Although there are many studies in the literature about this subject, the novelty

of method used in this manuscript is environmentalist and the paper is publishable.



European Scientific Journal 4

European Scientific Institute




