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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.


	This paper presents a comparative evaluation of five sorting algorithms — Heap Sort, Merge Sort, Quick Sort, Tim Sort, and Intro Sort — under real-time constraints. The study combines theoretical analysis (complexity proofs) with empirical experimentation using controlled datasets (nearly sorted, random, reverse sorted) and simulated real-time conditions. Metrics include execution time, memory usage, scalability, and statistical validation (ANOVA, Tukey’s HSD). The results consistently identify Tim Sort as the most efficient algorithm overall, while Heap Sort excels on random inputs, and Intro Sort provides balanced performance. Merge Sort is limited by memory demands, and Quick Sort suffers in worst-case scenarios due to recursion.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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 should highlight practical applications more clearly, such as how these sorting algorithms can be used in areas like embedded systems or financial trading.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct:

Introduction (Section 1):

The paper uses too many very recent 2025 references; adding more older, well-known sources would make it stronger. The introduction could also be clearer with a more direct problem statement or research question.

Related Work:

The literature review lacks a comparative table summarizing algorithms, metrics, and gaps.Foundational works (Knuth, Cormen) are cited appropriately.Real-time constraints in prior studies are underemphasized, and highlighting them would strengthen the context.

Methodology:

Limited to a single machine environment — no multi-platform/hardware validation.Focus only on time and memory; no consideration of energy, cache, or concurrency performance, which matter in real-time systems.

Results:

Some tables and graphs could be consolidated to avoid redundancy.Execution time is reported in seconds (0.006s, etc.) — milliseconds or microseconds would be more intuitive for real-time contexts.

Discussion:

Could integrate more industrial/real-world use cases (e.g., which algorithm for sensor networks vs. financial transactions).Lacks discussion on algorithm tuning (e.g., pivot strategies for Quick Sort).

High practical value, though incremental compared to existing sorting research. 
Limitations:

Experiments restricted to CPU-based single-thread execution; no parallel/distributed evaluation.

Excludes energy consumption, cache performance, and hardware-specific optimizations.

Dataset diversity could be improved (currently integer lists only). Real-time deadlines are simulated but not mapped to hard/soft deadline models.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

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


	The manuscript would benefit from language refinement. Several sentences are complex or grammatically incorrect and should be revised for clarity and readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	In conclusion, the paper is well-written, rigorous, and contributes valuable benchmarks for sorting algorithms under real-time constraints. Addressing the above points through revisions would significantly strengthen its clarity, generalizability, and impact.
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