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	Author’s Feedback (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.


	In this article, the author employed the queueing model, particularly the Markovian environment, to analyze the two-server queue. The Transition Probability Matrix (TPM) is utilized to connect the environmental factors. The numerical examples presented in this article are beneficial and provide additional insights to the reader. The computational formulas discussed are particularly useful for future research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is explanatory. If needed, we can rephrase the title as 

“Two Server Queue Analysis in Markovian Environment”
	

	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.


	It is better if the author provided the detailed explanation of the LIQBD description and the QBD process. This is important since both terms are utilized in the article for analysis.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the author used the scientific concepts of the Queueing models.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No, the references are not current. There is a six-year gap. It would be much better if the author utilized more recent references in this article.
	

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


	English quality is enough for scholarly communication
	

	Optional/General comments


	 As I mentioned in the abstract part, it is better if the author gives the definition of the important concept which will help the reader in comprehending the article more easily.
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