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REVISION 
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1. A detailed literature on HCISF is missing to show the missing gap for 

the study and what have been done by other authors that show use 

of database and ASF techniques. 

2. Fig 2 should be inline with text that describe how the model 

flowchart was implemented and an explanation is missing on it. 

3. The results section was best suitable by being represented in 

tabular form (tables) to show the comparison with other previous 

results that that encouraged redundancy. 

4. Issues of data integrity and redundancy in databases should be 

explained in detail in literature and how it affects the ASF models. 

5. A scientific detailed discussion section is missing to match with the 

problem and results. 

6. Although conclusion should sum up the research it should also 

looks at the future work 

7. Some reference in text not appearing in reference list (Gregorio 
and Antonio, 2012) 

 

Minor REVISION 

comments 

 

 

 

Optional/General 

comments 

The author to add more literature to show the missing gap, and to represent the 

results and discussion well. 
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