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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.

	The core of the manuscript is novel and critical, environmental protect nobel purpose, it can be a solution for those decays in pipelines, nevertheless, more startics of real reported accidents should be addressed to prove its importance.
	

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

	I think some word should be put before “inspection”, that describes better this important inspection, such as Enahnced inspection, or hybrid inspection, or dual inspection, or precise inspection, … etc. but telling just inspection, where many previous had done, is not enough.

The word “subject” should be “subjected” instead.
	

	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.

	The abstract is enough fair, but too short to give the reader a comprehensive look form the first sight at the great work been performed. If the abstract to be read a standlone, it will not give a full overview about what has been done in the research. I recommend to rephrase the abstract more broadening and deepening so that include shedding the light on the real work, objectives, methodology, results, and the achieved scientific results. With future work insights.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	I have seen it is correct. But some explantions are needed.
Where is the role od enhancement in using GPS synchronazation / what if without 
What is the improvement achieved by using dual CISP and DCVG hybridyzation technique
Giving more intereptation about the results
More validations with previous studies – in the same conditions or near them
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	I think the quality of reference were good, but not the latest, only  7 out o 20 are beyond 2020.
More recent references are needed, at least 50% of them should be after 2021.

Consider adding a reference dealing with modeling, such as:  https://doi.org/10.15866/iree.v13i6.15766
 On Data Processing: https://doi.org/10.5006/C2014-4139
	

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

	It needs more scientific academic polishing 


	

	Optional/General comments

	
Not other than mentioned above 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 details)
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