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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? 
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6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 
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The abstract needs to explain the aim of the research, and the required outcome. It 
is not clear what the research aims to. 
The research methodology is not existing or explained. 
The research does not contain any analysis, it is just a theoretical approach about 
big data. The research does not provide any concrete new analytical information.  
It is scientifically weak.  
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