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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

The following strong reasons:

1. Abstract- The Readability and flow of the abstract with regard to the area of the
research is not fully clear, contributions and objectives are not mentioned. Results
and outcome is also not properly forseen while drafting the abstract of the paper.

2. Introduction aspect, is not complete in itself. It requires more comprehensive
information so that it is better worked out regarding what aspects the research is
carried out and what novelty is attained.

3. Literature- Lots of serious Grammatical and English Flow mistakes are there. The
paper section of Literature requires re-drafting as the language is not working in
proper sense.

1. The abstract contained the objectives of the work, methodology,
result and discussion. The review should state clearly what he/she
thinks it should contain.

2. Introduction in our understanding is the brief discussion of the paper
title. The authors deeply believe justice was done to it.

3. Noted. The corrected manuscript has taken care of that.
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