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is more of encouraging scientific work. I 
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conclusion of the study. 
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and implications which he found after the 
study is appropriate and justifying the data 
received.” 
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8. The title of the paper is quite appropriate with the work done by the researcher. 
9. Did good work in reviewing the literature. 
10. Research Methodology is very well described. 
11. The Research tools used by the researcher are good enough to get the analysis of the 

work. 
12. Concluding remarks given by researcher is also relevant as per the study done. 
13. Suggestions and implications which he found after the study is appropriate and justifying 

the data received. 
14. Overall, the manuscript is technically sound. 
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