
SDI Review Form 1.6

Created by: EA Checked by: ME Approved by: CEO Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)

Journal Name: British Journal of Mathematics & Computer ScienceManuscript Number: MS: 2013_BJMCS_6023Title of the Manuscript:
Karnaugh Map Approach for Mining Frequent Termset from Uncertain Textual DataType of the Article Short Research Paper

General guideline for Peer Review process:This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript isscientifically robust and technically sound.To know the complete guideline for Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link:(http://www.sciencedomain.org/page.php?id=sdi-general-editorial-policy#Peer-Review-Guideline)



SDI Review Form 1.6

Created by: EA Checked by: ME Approved by: CEO Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)

PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments It appears that this paper may present a significant resultwhich is worthy of journal publication.  However, this isobscured by a lot of major issues with the paper.First and foremost, there are two problems with theresult as it is presented.  The description of the methodfor the other algorithms is insufficient to allowduplication/assessment.  It is necessary to convince thereader that you have not created a ‘straw man’ argument(a presentation where you compare your approach to aninferior version of another knowing that it will win).  I’mnot saying that this is what has occurred – just that thereis insufficient explanation to allow the reader to judgethis.Second, this paper was really not ready for review from aEnglish and formatting perspective.  There are numerousareas where the writing is unclear or very awkwardlyworded, making the meaning unintelligible.  There arealso a large number of places where spaces are missing (“word[]word”), etc.  The author/authors is/are suggestedto have this paper reviewed by someone more fluent inEnglish or an editing service.The primary thesis of this paper is based on an assertionthat the number of scans required serves as a metric forthe evaluation of the compared techniques.  It is unclearfrom the paper whether this is the number of scansrequired to produce a constant level of quality or if
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quality fluctuates between the various approaches /number of scans.  If the quality is constant, this should beexplicitly stated.  If not, quality data should be presented
I would like to stress that this paper could be very
good if these issues are corrected.  While there are a
lot of problems at present, they may not require a
whole lot of work to resolve (as most are writing
presentation issues, presuming that data exists
regarding quality, etc.).

Minor REVISION comments The literature survey should indicate (either for eachprior work discussed, or in a summary paragraph, etc.)what the relevance of the work is and either how it hasimpacted the current work or the current work improveson / responds to a problem with the prior work.
Optional/General comments I have made a number of notes on the attachedmanuscript indicating areas that are unclear, etc. whilereviewing.  Please note that this does NOT include all ofthe English / writing issues with the paper; however, itdoes indicate some areas which caused particularconfusion.
Note: Anonymous Reviewer


