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1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)
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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?
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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 thereview form.
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provide additional suggestions/comments)

This manuscript good study, while including some problem in writing and concept design.
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1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

This manuscript good study, while including some problem in writing and concept design. After
correct these important documents IS possible to recommend to publication. Please check these
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1.What progress against the most recent state-of-the-art similar studies was made?

2.The innovation and the importance of this work are not clearly highlighted in the introduction and
conclusions. Please work on this and prove to us why this work isvaluable.

3.Authors should present technology for your study. This should more clearly show the knowledge
gaps identified and link them to the paper goals. A high-quality paper has to provide a proper state
of the art analysis after the literature review and only based on the analysis to formulate the paper
goals. The lack of proper justification creates the wrong impression that the authors are unaware of
the recent developments.
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