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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? 
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There exist some points of corrections in this paper. 
1. The representation of the work is not good and it took lot of time to understand. Authors need to 
re-write the whole document to manage the work-flow and to manage the look and feel so that it 
could be better for understanding by the reader. 
2. The work should cater some latest work like a) A Sequential Ensemble Model for Photovoltaic 
Power Forecasting b) IoT fog-enabled multi-node centralized ecosystem for real time screening and 
monitoring of health information 
3. Details about proposed work is very less and need to explore more. Comparison w.r.t. recent 
techniques is highly desired here. Explanation of graphs/results requires more. The details of 
performance is missing here 
4. Authors should also mention the limitations of these study/theory/methods/argument. The 
equations with proofread or leema is not used here for evaluations. Something new can be 
evaluated here for upcoming researchers. Some scope for future work can be clearly mentioned 
here. Contributions seems like the working only. 
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