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	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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	This manuscript serves as an important platform for spreading cutting-edge engineering research and innovations, as well as encouraging collaboration and knowledge sharing among professionals. By presenting recent developments and trends, it promotes informed decision-making and growth in the sector. Furthermore, it helps the scientific community strive for greatness by encouraging innovation, creativity, and critical thinking. It also encourages the next generation of engineers, researchers, and scientists to pursue professions in these fields, so propelling development and pushing the boundaries of human knowledge. Overall, this publication is an invaluable resource with broad ramifications for the scientific community and beyond.

	

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

	The title is clear, and concise, however I recommends this title  Advances in Engineering Research and Innovations
	

	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 abstracts are concise and clearly described the manuscripts 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
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	90% of the reference are within the 5 years in the scientific research comminuty from high impact journals, as such the are in order 
	

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

	
1. The references are well organized, implying that they are properly cited and formatted, making it easy for readers to follow the research trail.
2. The references are from high-impact journals, which suggests that the research is built upon a foundation of rigorous and reliable sources.
3. 90% of the references are from the last 5 years, indicating that the research is current and relevant to the latest developments in the field.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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Major Revision: (>7-8)
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)
Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	Accept As It Is: (10)
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