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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 paper provides a broad overview of recent developments and identifies key technological directions such as edge AI, digital twins, and autonomous mitigation systems. However, while the topic is valuable, the manuscript would benefit from stronger analytical depth and clearer synthesis to enhance its contribution to the scientific community.
	




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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	





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.
	The title is generally suitable and reflects the main focus of the study; however, it is somewhat lengthy and could be improved in terms of clarity and readability. It is recommended to make the title more concise while retaining the key concepts, for example by simplifying it to “IoT-Enabled Gas Monitoring in Oil and Gas: Technologies, Challenges, and Future Directions.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
The abstract is partially comprehensive, as it covers the main scope of the study; however, it is somewhat overly long and repetitive in several parts. Some sentences lack clarity and contain grammatical issues, which affect readability. In addition, the abstract would benefit from a more structured flow, clearly presenting the problem, methodology, key findings, and the main contribution of the review. It is recommended to revise the abstract for better clarity and conciseness, reduce redundancy, and explicitly highlight the unique contribution of this study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
The manuscript is partially scientifically sound, as the underlying technical content appears generally valid; however, the clarity and rigor of the presentation are compromised by the presence of ambiguous and occasionally irrelevant statements. These issues reduce the overall scientific coherence and may affect the reliability of the interpretations. To improve the manuscript’s academic quality, it is recommended to refine the technical consistency across sections, eliminate unclear or non-essential content, and ensure that all claims and arguments are adequately supported by appropriate and up-to-date references.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript includes a good number of recent references (2020–2026), which is appropriate for a review paper. In addition, Add more high-impact journal sources e.g., IEEE, Elsevier top- tier.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	
No.
	






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

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript covers a relevant topic but requires major revision before it can be considered for publication. The primary concern is not the technical content but the quality of writing, organization, and depth of critical analysis. With substantial improvement in clarity, structure, and analytical contribution, the paper could become publishable.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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