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The author of the manuscript proposed some assumptions “toy” 
model approach to the cosmic evolution. While the authors' approach 
and the formulation are interesting, but that, is only a good start the 
study. If the manuscript does not give the scientific evidence and the 
strong explanation of its inference in assumptions, it may be of little 
value to the quantum cosmological model, which is a major drawback 
of the manuscript. Unfortunately, there are various errors in the 
manuscript, such as “ 1 ≥ γt ≤ 141 ” , what does it meas? in “2.2 Our 
basic conceptual thoughts, 7”. In 2.1 and 2.3, it’s same title. Similarly, 
in “Abstract”, it’s same sentences with “2.1 Proposed set of qualitative 
assumptions, in 1, 2 and 3”, submitted papers should be avoided as 
well. In “5 Discussion and conclusion”, it is quite inconceivable 
overstatement and unworkable assumptions. In my opinion, the 
manuscript should not be published in the present from.  
 

 
 
 
I humbly request you to kindly see the 
modified abstract and paper.   
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