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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 a few sentences regarding the 
importance of this manuscript for the scientific 
community. Why do you like (or dislike) this 
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be 
required for this part. 
 

  

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

 

  

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

 

  

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript 
appropriate? 

  

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

  

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you 
have suggestions of additional references, please 
mention them in the review form. 
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Minor REVISION comments 
 

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

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
1. Distance Measurement: To enhance clarity and comparability, the 

proposed warning system should be based on distance measurements in standard units like 

kilometers (km) or meters (m). Relying on time-based warnings may be less accurate, as a 

boat's speed can vary over time. 

2. The research paper suffers from several grammatical errors and 

unclear sentences. For example, the phrase "his the depth of the water where the ship is 

staying" is ambiguous. Additionally, the statement "the result calculated by 2 is an array" lacks 

context. To improve clarity, it should be specified what calculation is being performed and what 

type of data is contained within the array. Lastly, the sentence "the 1-level is next to the 0-level, 

and so on" could benefit from a more precise explanation of the spatial arrangement between 

the levels 

3. Citations are not done properly. Like “In T Banu’s words, 

geofencing technology is gathering attention”, citation is missing. 

4. Figure 1 Citation: Figure 1 should include a citation to the original 

source of the data or image. 

5. It's recommended to include at least 10 more references to 

strengthen the credibility of the research and provide readers with a broader understanding of 

the topic. By incorporating additional sources, the paper can establish a stronger foundation 

and enhance its overall persuasiveness. 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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