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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1.  Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 

(Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2.   Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 
3.  Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

 
4.  Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5.  Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

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

of additional references, please mention in the review form. 
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There are many recommendations the author have to check: 
1-The abstract is not clear, the author needs to state the problem statements, objective, 
motivation, and the main contribution in this paper. 
2-In the introduction part, strong points of this proposed method should be further stated 
and the organization of this whole paper is supposed to be provided in the end. 
3-The authors need to improve the English language of the paper significantly (typos, 
grammar, sentence building, and so on). 
4-References should be rewritten in one style, the authors need to use the referencing style 
considered in a template. 
5-More formatting issues are presented throughout the paper (font type, extra spaces, no 
spaces, etc.). The authors need to address these issues. 
6-Most of the figure captions are not appropriate. Should provide comprehensive figure 
captions. 
7-Please indicate how many times all the theoretical in this article has been done and 
whether the data is fortuitous. 
8-The conclusion drawn from the study are acceptable but some of the conclusions are not 
mentioned/explain in the discussion part. The conclusion should extract from the results 
and discussion. 
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