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highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 
The paper is a brilliant attempt by the Author(s) except for few minor revisions/ corrections 
needed as provided on the review comment made on the soft copy of the manuscript 
attached to this document 
 

 
 
All the observations raised by the authors have been corrected. 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The paper to a large extent conforms to the publishing guideline of this Journal outlet 
except for the “Reference” subsection that appears not to be consistent and in conformity 
with the style prescribed by this outlet. The Author(s) is/are therefore enjoined to overhaul 
the references subsection to be consistent through out and to conform 100% with the style 
prescribed by the outlet 
 

 
 
Th references had been revised for consistency and by following the 
manuscript submission guidelines, all corrections had been adjusted to that. 
Thus, the use of number(s) rather than surname(s) of the author(s).  
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All the reviewer’s observations were genuine and had been attended to in the 
manuscript more appropriately.  
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