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Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do Instead of “An illustration is provided.”, please write, Some illustrations show the benefits of our
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points in this section? Please write your
suggestions here.
Are subsections and structure of the manuscript Yes. But there is an issue that subsection 4.1 is not exist.
appropriate?
Please write a few sentences regarding the The scientific correctness of this manuscript is remarkable. The authors cited lots of relevant
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do | papers in the introduction section. Unfortunately, the authors have not considered some
you think that this manuscript is scientifically comparison of their work with the relevant literatures. They should at least show the benefits of
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 | their work in the section 2. The numerical example is not enough. They should discuss about the
sentences may be required for this part. results of their scheme in this section.
Are the references sufficient and recent? If you Seems sufficient.
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Is the language/English quality of the article
suitable for scholarly communications?

Optional/General comments

PART 2:

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)

Created by: EA Checked by: ME Approved by: CEO Version: 3(07-07-2024)




