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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Reviewer’s comment Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that 
part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Please write few sentences regarding the 
importance this manuscript for scientific 
community. Why do you like (or dislike) this 
manuscript? Minimum 3-4 sentences may be 
required for this part. 
 

The manuscript provided good insights towards the work carried out in the domain of cyber 
security.  The good number of reference are studied and discussed. The work carried out is 
useful for the community to carry out the further research and contributions in the domain. 
The summarization of finding at the end of literature review section may help the reader to 
learn the outcomes as per the authors findings.   

 

Is the title of the article suitable? 
(If not please suggest an alternative title) 

 

The title may be change to reflect that’s good comparative study in the domain and not 
proposing another method on the said domain. 

 

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do 
you suggest addition (or deletion) of some points 
in this section? Please write your suggestions 
here. 

 

The abstract is appropriate and as per the manuscript  content.  

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript 
appropriate? 

There are few formatting lacks in the article. The flow of the subsections of sections should be 
introduced before discussing. The section  three can be discussed in a better way so that 
reader can get the information about the work carried out and can understand the significance 
of the result section.  

 

Please write few sentences regarding the 
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do 
think that this manuscript is scientifically robust 
and technically sound? Minimum 3-4 sentences 
may be required for this part. 

Current version is technically good but readers conveniences may be enhance by appropriate 
briefing. The objective of result section and methodology should be discussed. The 
comparative analysis of literature review section should be incorporated to enhance the 
outcome and findings.  The formatting of major sections are weak and references to table 3 
and 4 are misplaced.  

 

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you 
have suggestion of additional references, please 
mention in the review form. 
- 

References are rich in quality and quantity.  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Is language/English quality of the article suitable 
for scholarly communications? 

 

 
 
 
The language is appropriate but has scope of improvement. 
The formatting of document and table and figures. There are some empty cells in tables provided. The 
small section of summarizing the findings in literature review.  

 

Optional/General comments 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  

 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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