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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 is important because it attempts to address the challenges with calls allocation and bandwidth management in communication networks.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

	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
	1
	

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

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

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

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3   Based on the context of the study conducted
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3   Based on the context of the study conducted
	

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

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2      67% of the references are older than ten years; hence not current enough to reveal the state-of-the-art and current challenges in the study area.  Others are relevant but not sufficient.
	

	15. 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.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No.  Problems being addressed are not clearly stated.  Also, the methodology is not adequately outlined. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.   Based on the context of the study conducted.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No.  67% of the references are older than ten years; hence not current enough to reveal the state-of-the-art and current challenges in the study area.  Others are relevant but not sufficient.
	

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

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

	No. To the best of my knowledge.
	




PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Spelling/Grammatical errors:
In Abstract:

Line 4 to 5 as shown below: the word “been” should be changed to “being”.  Also “request” should be changed to “requests”

[image: ]

Line 5 as shown below: the word “being” should be changed to “been”.

[image: ]

2. Description of CAC Scheme: the study centres around CAC Scheme, yet the concept is not adequately explained by Author(s) for readers to understand.  The process of call allocation (in practical terms as applied in the industry) is not clearly explained.  Also, challenges of calls allocation and management (in practical terms as applied in the industry) are not clearly outlined.  A section should be created for these.  

3. Literature Review: the review presented by Author(s) covers four(4) reference materials where only one is current i.e. Umar et al. (2021) while the other three (3) are older than ten (10) years.   Hence, does not reveal the currents state of things in the study area.  More recent reference materials should be consulted to gain a better understanding of current realities in the study area, especially in terms of achievements made already and gaps that need to be filled. 

4. Modelling: In the modelling section, the study did not cover important parameters like peak hours and regions (i.e. high traffic or low traffic environments).  
For instance, in terms of call Inter arrival rates, peak hours and low congestion hours as well as regions were not considered. Generally, call arrival frequency varies significantly based on these parameters.  In this case, Author(s) simply used  -  = 3 calls per minute and  = 1 call per minute without stating whether the figures are for peak periods or not.  For peak periods, about 500 calls per hour or about 8 calls per minute are usually considered. 
Also, the number of radio channels used by the system is not specified. The concepts of FDMA (Frequency Division Multiple Access)  and TDMA (Time Division Multiple Access) are normally used in calls allocation and bandwidth management of which number of radio channels is central to them all.
In my view, without these parameters being taken into consideration, the model cannot be meaningful.  These could be incorporated into the simulation models presented in the study and used to simulate the system accordingly. 
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