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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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.

	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	

	

	Optional/General comments

	Areas for Improvement: 
1. Grammar and Clarity: 
 a. Some sentences are lengthy and difficult to follow. Example: 
 "It has been found that CPU Scheduling algorithm serve as the basis of the multiprogramming." 
 Suggested: "CPU scheduling algorithms form the foundation of multiprogramming." b. Revise sentences for better readability. 
2. Inconsistent Terminology: 
a. Use FCFS instead of FCSF (noted in keywords). 
b. Maintain consistency in referring to Average Waiting Time (AWT) and Average Turnaround Time (ATAT) throughout. 
3. Lack of Figures or Graphs: 
a. The tables provide numerical results, but graphs or charts (bar charts, line graphs) would significantly enhance data visualization. 
b. Suggest adding figures to visually compare algorithm performances. 
4. Literature Review: 
a. Expand the discussion on previous work related to CPU scheduling improvements. 
b. Cite more recent sources (most references are from 2012–2018). 
5. Discussion Section Needed: 
a. The paper jumps from results (Tables) to the conclusion without an in-depth discussion of findings. 
b. Include a brief interpretation of results, highlighting why SJF performs better and under what conditions RR or PB might be preferable.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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