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	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	Examination of this manuscript from the bibliographical point of view is not proper. Even, from the technical point of view, the subject is shortly discussed theoretically or practically relative to the used software. Moreover, obtained results are limited to AMESim software whose uncertainty accuracy remains systematically.
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	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
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