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General comment: 

According to response to my previous review, the authors have incorporated my 

suggestions into the manuscript, because the authors made all the improvements I 

recommended. The authors had also polished the manuscript for English spelling and 

terminology, and it is significantly improved from the previous version. The improved 

manuscript has made the methods and results understandable to the readers.  

 

In my view, this paper deals with an interesting and highly complicated issue. The 

authors have completed the response in this paper. Therefore, I recommend this paper 

for publication in the journal. 


