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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 

 

From my point of view, yes. Authors seem not familiar 

with the basic research methodology. I am a researcher 

published over 20 international journal papers and from 

my point of view the quality of this paper does not even 

reach the level of an average conference paper.  

 

In the conclusion section, authors mentioned a software 

called WEKA without any reference. If the system is 

written by the authors, they should at least mention it 

somewhere in the text. If the system is NOT written by 

the authors, authors should not talk about it in the 

conclusion section and should provide a proper 

reference. Many figures and table are copied from other 

unrelated paper. Ex: Figure 3 is copied from presentation 

slides and the focus of that presentation has no 

relationship with this study.  

 

Authors use the term “context-aware” with a totally 

different meaning from this research community. There 

are many tools we can use to describe the architecture of 

a system, e.g. UML, ANSI flowchart. Authors should use 

these tools to redraw Figure 2.  

 

Authors claim their work can be utilized in firms, 

societies or even in individuals’ life events without 

providing any concrete evident. 

 

The section 2 is organized as same as one of the 

referenced paper. But this section “Methodology” should 
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be something new rather than dumping copied sentences 

and figures.  

 

The English should be reviewed by a native speaker. 

There are too many grammar errors and some sentences 

even do not have subject.  

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

Many sentences are copied from other literatures 

without proper citation. For example, at line 156 and 

157, these sentences are word-by-word copied from 

other’s paper. Authors should, at least, place the 

sentences in double-quote. But this kind of thing should 

not happen in a journal paper. Many unrelated texts, 

figures, tables are copied from others work. 

 

 

Optional/General comments 
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