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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 (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 article is relevant to the scientific community because it presents a method to addresses rider’s safety and minimize accidents on roads using a novel approach.  
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No! The topic is not suitable because it’s not really a survey work.
Alternative title should be:
Smart Helmet for Rider’s Safety using Internet of Things (IoT) Technology
	

	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.


	Yes! The Abstract is adequate.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	No! The manuscript is not scientifically correct because, the procedure for building the prototype is not properly explained.  Also, the practical application of the prototype, its output(s) and the validation process are not explained. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes! The references are sufficient and recent.  However, reference items 2, 17- 44 are not cited in the work.  They are merely listed in the reference list.  
	

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


	Yes! The language/English quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communications.
	

	Optional/General comments


	i) Literature Review

Review of literature for this article is inadequate.  There is no proper review of relevant research works in Smart Helmet for Rider’s Safety to identify and report successes made already in the research area, imminent challenges and research gaps that the author(s) intend to fill.  

ii) Description of the created Prototype

The created Smart Helmet prototype is not properly described to explain how the 5 sensors conveniently fit into the helmet without some sort of discomfort to the rider when using it.  Sizes of the sensors, their weights and positions on which they are to be mounted on the helmet should be adequately addressed. 

To further confirm this, all figures in the article presented to describe the work are cited.  None actually presents the created prototype in its originality.  Except the work is an implementation of other researcher’s idea, in which case should be explicitly stated; the author(s) should adequately presents and describe the prototype to enable interested researchers (readers) replicate the experiment where necessary.

iii. System Validation

The validation process of the prototype is not presented to prove the workability of the proposed system. In this case, authors are expected to explain how the prototype was tested with respect to crash detection, alcohol monitoring etc., together with results obtained to justify the system workability.

iv. Accident Detection and safety of sensors in case of a crash

According to the article, the vibration sensor is to determine if an accident has occurred or not.  The technique used by this sensor to detect occurrence of an accident should be adequately explained.

Moreover, is there any measure(s) put in place or recommended to secure the sensors so that they can still transmit information to management, nearby hospital etc. in event where the helmet is damaged in a crash.

v. Typographical Errors

In the section, A. LETERATURE SURVEY, the spelling of Literature is wrong (i.e. Leterature).  I guess it should have been A. LITERATURE SURVEY 

In the section III STYDY TWO, I guess STYDY is a typographical error.  Probably, it should have been III STUDY TWO


	


	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)
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