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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
Minor REVISION comments Thanks for your valuable suggestions. Sir/Madam, | have included the

In the abstract the authors need to write methods employed to draw sample from their | necessary corrections in the article. | have used probability proportionate to
universe, tools used to collect data from their sample and techniques they followed to | size sampling while drawing the samples for this particular study, which |
analyze the data collected for this study clearly and precisely. Consequently, authors | forgot to mentioned in the abstract. Thanks for pointing it out.

should rewrite their abstract.

For example, in their abstract, from line 9-11, authors have tried to mention from whom
their collected their data and how many respondents they had but they failed to clearly
show methods they follow to find their respondents and tools used to collect data from
sample respondents.

Optional/General comments
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