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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 
 

 
 

Line 56: These terms were not explained in the paper. Define them 

Line 125: How the frequency will change? There is no mechanism, He should 

explain why? 

Line 135: CMB is radiation in Microwave region of light from stars, Galaxies etc, 

he should check mathematically, No Bigbang generated CMB found yet.. 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 

Line 230: Yes he correctly said that , our knowledge about the universe is limited. 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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