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1. The survey is too short compared with the proposed title. 

2. It is necessary when you compare with other work to mention the performance 

of your work from the point of the time response and the time needed to detect 

the plagiarism. 

3. Page 2: the author mentioned SA but he doesn't interpret what he meant by SA. 

4. Page 2: the author mentioned that the work is specifically for the postgraduates 

in the same time he mentioned that it is for the E-learning system and it means 

it is also for the undergraduates as well. 

5. Page 4: the author introduced a diagram and mentioned that it is for the system 

architecture but it doesn't represent the system architecture it can be for the 

work flow. So it is very important to redraw the system architecture. 

6. The data set used is not enough and too small for such system, so in order to 

validate the system and the system accuracy, the data set must be increased as 

well as to mention a sample of it in your paper. 

7. The author doesn't mention the methods   were used in the implementation 

activity for the system 

 The graphs and the results presentations methods are not well prepared.  
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