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1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. lIs thettitle of the article suitable?
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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
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This manuscript is well and good at innovation and clears the clarity of the reader.

It is well structured and well written.

The author does a good job of presenting a highly technical and complicated process

in an easy-to-understand manner.

Authors need to cross check the reference section by addressing the cited contents in

the introduction and related work part.
The introduction must be an extended version of the abstract.

The authors must elaborate on the points highlighted on the abstract and give

supportive ideas and references.

The conclusions in this manuscript are primitive.
Rewrite your conclusions.

References aren't formatted according to rules.
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