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	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 present work is interesting, well organized and appears timely. The article can be synthesized and organized according to the criterion of novelty and applicability.
The manuscript is state-of-the-art and the presented results are of potential interest for a wide readership.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The is title clearly and sufficiently reflect its content for article.


	

	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 can be completed with a general conclusion of the article.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The introduction can be synthesized. Practical information can be structured chronologically. The present work is interesting, well organized and appears timely. The article can be synthesized and organized according to the criterion of applicability.

I think that the practical applicative character of the content can be mentioned.

I think that some correlation can be rendered in tables for a better fluency and hygiene of the article.  
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	The present work is interesting, well organized and appears timely. The authors should highlight along of the revised text more about the importance of their paper. Discussion and Conclusion - I recommend correlations with priority research areas. The conclusions can be extended to the experimental study.

	

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


	I recommend the utilization of a bibliography starting with 2018.
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	The authors should highlight along of the revised text more about the importance of their paper. The manuscript is state-of-the-art and the presented results are of potential interest for a wide readership, therefore in this context my recommendation is accept with minor revisions. With small adjustments, I consider that the article accomplishes the journal standards and it can be published
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