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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
The work is somehow new but several limitations from the English to the technical hinder to grasp 
the main point of the work, some of them are listed below: 
 
My Comments and Suggestions to Authors: 

1- The abstract is not convincing and is disorganized, it should be refined to precisely illustrate 
what authors have done in this paper within 200 words.  

2- Proofread the manuscript, with particular attention to grammatical mistakes and improved 
the formatting of text, figures, and tables. 

3- In the Introduction part, the new features of the proposed method and the main advantages 
of the results over others should be clearly described. 

4- The contributions presented in this paper are not sufficient for possible publication in this 
journal. I highly suggest authors to clearly define the contributions. 

5- The literature has to be strongly updated with some relevant and recent papers focused on 
the fields dealt with the manuscript. 

6- The English language of this paper too weak, please send the paper to the native speaker, 
there are several sentences which too poor. 

7- The writing of the manuscript. There are a many incomplete sentences or sentences 
without subjects. 

8- Many details are missing and others unclear. 
9- The conclusions in this manuscript are primitive. Write your conclusions. 
10- The manuscript is hard to be understood and words should be improved. 
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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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