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Title:
O missing
[ not specific enough
[J should not just be experiment title from lab manual
[ should not be a sentence
[ should not be on separate page

Author:
[ missing

Institution:
[ missing

Date:
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Abstract:
O missing
[ result must be given
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Introduction :
I missing
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[ general introductory remarks should be made
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Experimental :
I missing
[ don’t include results here

Results and Discussion:
[ missing
(] put experimental method in previous section

Figures and/or Tables:
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Conclusions:
I missing
1 incomplete
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