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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)

Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?

| sincerely appreciate the Reviewer’s honest Review
of the manuscript.

(Please write few sentences on this manuscript) Yes 1. The position of the Reviewer on the Title of
the manuscript was not out of place, though it
2. lIs thetitle of the article suitable? is more of encouraging scientific work. |
(If not please suggest an alternative title) Yes agree with him/her, but a little update on the
work would have been necessary to fit in with
3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? the topic.
Yes 2. 1 agree with him/her on the literature review.
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 3. | also agree with him/her on the description of
Yes the Research Methodology.
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 4. | agree with his review and comment on the
Yes appropriateness of research tools in the
6. Arethe references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of empirical analysis of the work.
additional references, please mention in the review form. 5. | agree with Reviewer’s remarks on the
Yes conclusion of the study.
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 6. | agree with his/her words that “Suggestions
additional suggestions/comments) and implications which he found after the
study is appropriate and justifying the data
received.”
7. “Overall, the manuscript is technically sound.”
| cannot agree more with this.
| personally appreciate the excellent review of the
manuscript. | will one day celebrate the Reviewer on
the achievement of milestone in scientific research.
Minor REVISION comments
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications? Yes
Optional/General comments
Review Comments:
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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