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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 is of great importance to the scientific community as it presents a consolidated and current overview of the Model Predictive Control (MPC) developments across theory, calculation, and implementations between 2014 to 2026. 
It connects the traditionally different fields of research, including robust control, optimization, and machine learning, thus, allowing researchers to comprehend more thoroughly the new interdisciplinary trends and define the unresolved issues. 
The review, through its systematic grouping of MPC innovations and identification of the practical implementation challenges, can be viewed as a source of knowledge to other researchers and as the strategic roadmap to be followed by those experts who want to develop real-world, safety-critical applications. 
Finally, it is useful in establishing the future research directions on how to combine data-driven intelligence with the rigorous assurances that characterize MPC.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the title is generally fitting and it is in alignment with what the manuscript is all about. This makes it clear that the paper is a thorough review and that it brings out both the theoretical basis and recent uses of Model Predictive Control (MPC), which exactly reflects the scope of your work.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract is extensive, well-constructed and befitting a review article. It explicitly describes the key aspects that a good scientific abstract should covered: the purpose, the methodology, the scope, the key thematic issues, the key findings, and a general conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	In general, the article is scientifically right and correct to a great extent. It demonstrates a solid grasp of the Model Predictive Control (MPC) theory and fits the existing literature about control systems, optimization, and learning-based control. Formulations, classifications (classical, robust/stochastic, nonlinear/economic, and data-driven MPC), and stability, feasibility, and constraint manipulation discussions can be discussed as adhering to the accepted scientific concepts.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	There are enough and appropriate references in the manuscript which not only covers the literature of MPC fundamentals but also recent publications (2014-2026) that are consistent with the current research trends, especially those that are based on data and learning. 
Nevertheless, the intensity of current reference (2023-2026) is less than the existing standards, and recent publications focus on the necessity to have more data-driven MPC, AI combination, and sophisticated applications in different fields. The best review articles have 30-50 percent of references in the past 3-5 years, and the manuscript is yet to accomplish that.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO
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