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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.

	This article provides a comprehensive overview of the advancements in Model Predictive Control (MPC) published from 2014 to 2026, highlighting key techniques, methodologies, and applications across various fields. Their review work reveals that MPC has significantly progressed in robustness, performance metrics, and real-time applications. Their investigation concludes that maintaining the advantages of MPC in safety, constraint satisfaction, and interpretability is crucial while advancing towards learning and data-driven methodologies, creating a unified paradigm that bridges models, data, optimization, and safety. This type of review works help the future researchers to collect various types of information, they are looking for, from one platform.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	





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. It is very fine.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, it is fine. However, some applications could be included here briefly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. It needs improvement in the following areas:
1. At first, define the term ‘Model Predictive Control (MPC)’ at the beginning of Section 1.
2. Create a separate ‘Section 2: Literature Reviews’. Review the review papers on MPC in this section. Then find some gaps that you may review in later sections.
3. In Methodology section, explain the review methods, how review papers are collected from various sources, how did you extract the information on MPC and their applications from various papers. Provide a workflow diagram here.
4. Provide MPC algorithms or flowchart and equations and explain them clearly.
5. Provide various techniques’ block diagrams and explain them clearly.
6. The authors must look into the journal’s paper writing style and follow those, especially, sequential citation style, reference list, tabs and indents in the paragraph, font style, etc. in different parts of the manuscript.
7. The author must also look into the English language issue seriously. The sentence making is very poor. They may use Grammarly or similar English language checker to improve their grammar, English language writing style, spelling, choice of appropriate words, typos, etc.
8. There are many lines that have been broken down. Those should be corrected carefully after rigorous checking.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. It needs improvement in the following areas:
1. The authors claimed that they used source papers from 2014 to 2026, but papers up to 2022 were found.
2. Number of papers from 2021-2022 were less.
3. For review works, papers should mainly come from journals, transactions, and letters.
4. References must use all required information correctly.
5. All references should include DOIs of each cited papers as much as possible.

	

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

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

	No. I didn’t check it personally.
	

















PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The paper may be published after the suggested corrections are made to this paper.
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