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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 
 

 
The paper contains numerous grammatical mistakes. It has to be fixed. It is 
preferable to utilize only one citation method. 
 
The thesis appears to have been directly changed to the present format. It is 
preferable to keep it brief and include more relevant information. 

 
 
The ECT coefficient should be less than one with a negative sign. It could, however, 
be less than 2. However, it is more important to explain clearly with proper citations. 
 
 
 

  Grammatical errors corrected.    
I do not see any thing wrong in using more than one citations.  However, 
I have reduced it. 
I  do not understand  what the Reviewer meant by changing the thesis to 
the present format.  He/she   should have stated the type of relevant 
information needed to be added. 
The Reviewer should  please  understand that  if  a good research is too  
brief, it loses its relevance and people would not  learn much from it.  
 
 The Reviewer seems not to understand the interpretation of the ECM  
coefficient. It is  correct and I hope  what  he/she meant by ECT is the 
same as my ECM.   After 0 the next figure is -1,  -1.1,   -1.11 , -1.12,  -1.13,  
-1.14,  -1.15, -1.16 and so on.  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

  

Optional/General comments 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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