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The title of the article doesn’t reflect the core work of 

the study. 

 Abstract is very primitive and does not clearly 

represent the study.  

The manuscript need through revision for 

grammatical mistakes, unit’s representation, and 

written in very compound and poor sentences. 

Introduction and experimental plan and described 

are poorly represented in the article.  

Results are poorly described without proper 

discussion with suitable references 

GC  graph is absent 
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The legends for the figures are poorly written. 
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recommend to publish this article  as short 
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