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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 manuscript addresses a critical and still-relevant challenge in Wireless Sensor Networks: prolonging network lifetime in heterogeneous deployments when the base station is located far away (typical of hostile or inaccessible environments). By enhancing the Zonal Stable Election Protocol (ZSEP) with multi-hop inter-cluster routing in all zones, distance-aware CH selection, and reactive behavior via hard/soft thresholds, the proposed EZ-SEP offers a practical combination of known energy-saving techniques that are rarely applied together in zonal heterogeneous protocols. This work is valuable for researchers and engineers seeking low-complexity, energy-efficient routing solutions for real-world WSN deployments in remote or hazardous areas.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and descriptive. However, a slightly more precise and attractive alternative could be: "An Enhanced Zonal Stable Election Protocol with Multi-Hop Routing and Reactive Thresholds for Heterogeneous Wireless Sensor Networks"


	

	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 is missing entirely in the submitted document (only keywords are provided). This is a serious omission. An abstract must be added and should briefly cover:

· Problem statement (energy inefficiency in heterogeneous WSNs with distant BS)

· Key limitations of ZSEP

· Main contributions of EZ-SEP (CH selection using residual energy + average distance in all zones, multi-hop inter-cluster communication everywhere, hard/soft thresholds making it reactive)

· Major simulation results (network lifetime, throughput, residual energy improvement over ZSEP)

· Conclusion on performance gain

Without an abstract, the paper cannot be properly indexed or understood at first glance.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The core ideas are scientifically sound and build logically on established protocols (SEP, ZSEP, TEEN). The proposed modifications — distance-aware probability, multi-hop in all zones, and hard/soft thresholds — are reasonable and correctly implemented in the equations. Simulation parameters and metrics are standard. However, several technical weaknesses reduce rigor:

1. Equations (5)–(8) are incomplete/incorrectly written. The term “average distance of all the nodes from the BS” is used in probability but never properly defined or denoted (should be d_avg or similar). More critically, multiplying optimal probability p_opt directly by residual energy E_r (which varies round-by-round) and average distance will produce probabilities >>1 or <<0, destroying the mathematical foundation of LEACH/SEP-like protocols. Proper formulation should use a ratio (E_r / E_initial) or (d_avg / d_node_to_BS) inside a weighting function, not raw multiplication.

2. The paper claims “inter-cluster transmission and multi-hop communication are employed in all the Zones as explained by the authors in [17]”, but [17] is AZ-SEP (a different protocol), and no clear explanation or pseudo-code of the multi-hop path selection or relay strategy is provided. It is unclear how CHs in Zone 2 forward data to BS via Zone 1 or Zone 0 without creating hot-spots.

3. Hard and soft thresholds from TEEN [19] are mentioned as introduced, but no equations or parameter values (hard threshold, soft threshold) are given, nor is their impact quantified separately.

4. Network model assumes only two energy levels (normal + advanced with α extra energy), but several cited works (E-DEEC, TDEEC, iE-DEEC) use three or more levels. Comparison against only original ZSEP (which is quite outdated and known to be suboptimal when BS is distant) limits the strength of the claim.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are insufficient and mostly outdated.

· 15 of 19 references are pre-2015; several are from 2000–2013.

· Key recent zonal/multi-hop heterogeneous protocols (after 2020) are missing.

· Author self-citation is very heavy (references [8,9,10,16] are all previous works of presumably the same author — acceptable only if strictly necessary).


	

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


	· No. The English contains frequent grammatical errors, typos, awkward phrasing, inconsistent tense, and missing articles that seriously affect readability. Examples:

· “This network iscomposed of several tiny sensor nodes” → “is composed”

· “battery replacement and recharging become practically impossible”

· “The scheme from the simulation results outperforms DEEC”

· “iDDEECaltered the average probability” (missing space)

· “MatLab” instead of “MATLAB”

· Many run-on sentences and redundant phrases (“This has resulted in…” repeated excessively).

A thorough English proofreading and editing pass is mandatory before re-submission.


	

	Optional/General comments

· 
	· All figures (1–5) are mentioned but not included in the submitted document → must be added. 

· Table 1 (simulation parameters) is referenced but missing → must be provided. 

· No complexity analysis or mathematical proof of stability/energy bounds. 

· No discussion of packet loss, delay, or scalability with larger networks.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues detected.
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