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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 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?  

It is a worthwhile contribution, with a comprehensive introduction. 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

The title is cumbersome and should be simplified.  
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Yes. Well done. 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? Yes 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? Yes. 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. Yes  
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 

 
I can make a few points.  
1. In the problem definition, the author uses an alpha and a beta. Are they the 
same? Otherwise, the statement has little meaning.  
2. The Introduction has monstrous-sized paragraphs. It the author wants 
anyone to read this paper, these paragraphs should be split into several smaller 
paragraphs.  
3. If the  -norm is always used, the authors should state that, or use correct 
notation.  
4. Is the statement   an definition or a conclusion? 
5. In Section 2, we find the line “where    and   satisfies [24]”. But, [24] is a 
reference and not an equation in this paper. Better fix. 
6. In Lemma 1, it is stated that: For  be defined by  . Never is given a definition 
of the other values of h. Are we to refer to some other paper? 
7. I suggest this paper, except for the Abstract, is rather sloppily written without 
sufficient attention to detail. Just a few lines of explanation in several places could 
make quite a difference in the quality of the presentation. Please encourage the 
authors to do so.  

 

Minor REVISION comments 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? Yes 

  

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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