
Review Form (Review)
	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Mathematics and Computer Research

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJOMCOR_15717

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	FPGA-Based Control Devices for Real-Time Systems: A Critical Review of Design Trends, Challenges and Research Priorities

	Type of the Article
	REVIEW ARTICLE




PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.

	FPGA-based control devices have become of great importance in industries such as power conversion, electrical drives, instrumentation, and large scientific facilities. The information about FPGAs, however, is scattered across control engineering, embedded systems, dependability and hardware security, the fundamental ideas and principles such devices were based upon having been developed to address homogeneous programmable fabric which, in turn, does not refer to any of the devices used nowadays. The paper allows overcoming this gap as it does not enumerate implementations as previous research but discusses the state of the art in the field, demonstrating the strong and weak aspects of design principles proposed.
The process of identifying the distinction between demonstrated feasibility and demonstrated comparative advantage as well as recognizing the link between deterministic fabric and deterministic devices as the main drawback of evidence presented in this field will be useful for both designers and publishing. The research agenda described in Section 13 aims at overcoming specific deficiencies in evidential documents and the regulation offered for the description of control-oriented hardware evaluation has been developed at the level of the community to make existing documents understandable.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The corpus used is relatively young - a mere 105 references are present in the corpus with a median year of 2019 where 46% of the references have been published in the year 2020 or later while there are 14 references from 2025 in the corpus as well. However, it should be noted that the search period that has been stated runs until 21st July 2026 while there is no mention of any documents from 2026. This indicates that there are some unusual facts that need to be taken care of. The authors need to either confirm that the search did not retrieve any document from 2026 or update the search date accordingly.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The analysis conducted in sections 2.1 to 2.6 is more transparent than many other review articles. This analysis is very detailed in terms of sources of the information, representative Boolean search strings, eligibility criteria for records, methods for eliminating duplicates, criteria for evaluation of selected articles, and justification of choice of such type of review as critical narrative rather than systematic or scoping one, and it is important to note that two retracted references were found and excluded. However, two drawbacks limit the assessment of this analysis to the level of 4. First, it is necessary to point out that the authors did not query IEEE Xplore, Scopus, and Web of Sciences but rather invoked Crossref to identify all relevant papers published in the fields covered by this review. The fact that it was mentioned in Section 15 does not change the situation, as it must be included in Section 2.2 as well. Secondly, the authors’ decision not to provide figures in Section 2.5 is justified, yet it still does not allow the audience to comprehend the size of the corpus analyzed.

	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	5 

	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 

	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 

	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5

	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5

	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES

The quality of the manuscript is very good, and I recommend acceptance after a small revision. The length: the manuscript is about 15,000 words without a reference list of 105 items. Therefore, the manuscript can be checked against the requirements of the journal. I cited in part 2.2 two sections that can be cut down. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO
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