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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The topic seems quite interesting at first glance. However, it's a bit difficult to validate the presented content because the information isn't very clear. Furthermore, in my opinion, the article needs some improvements to consolidate the information presented.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	In my opinion, the title could better reflect the work done, as the objective isn't very clear.
	

	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.


	The abstract is somewhat confusing and incomplete because the article's objective is unclear.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	It's a bit difficult to validate the presented content because the information isn't very clear. Furthermore, in my opinion, the article needs some improvements in order to consolidate the information presented.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The author should add some references, as well as try to find more up-to-date sources.
	

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


	In my opinion, the author should review the language used because it is sometimes a little confusing. Sentences with expressions like "we study" or "we explained" should be restructured to read "was studied" or "was explained".

	

	Optional/General comments


	In addition to all the suggestions already given in the previous points, I leave some suggestions for improvement in order to help validate the results and the choice of the system:

- The author should present flowcharts in a way that makes it easier to understand the work presented in detail.

- The inclusion of tables with results would be beneficial to explain the results obtained.

- The conclusions are too summarized, and this work is not compared with other existing ones.

- Throughout the work, the author should better explain the purpose of each point, as well as present the advantages and disadvantages of the study presented.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
	No
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