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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 
article. 3 

The title does not explicitly indicate whether discussed system “has been 
implemented” or is simply a “hypothetical proposal” or a “Use Case description”.  
Based on my reading the system has not been built or implemented and the title 
needs to be changed to reflect this.  The discussion and references are not extensive 
enough to consider this article a “Literature Review”. 
 
 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 
results. 3 

The abstract states that “this research posed to investigate a surveillance a model 
for an interactive computer system using mobile phones and the internet for real-
time collection and transmission of events related to COVID-19.”  If the authors 
mean by “research” a thought experiment in which a hypothetical system is built 
and evaluated, they should explicitly say so.   More detail on the advantages and 
disadvantages and barriers to implementation is needed, even if it is a “thought 
experiment”. 
 

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 
mistakes in this article. 3 

The writing style could be improved by eliminating excess wording.  Clarity of the 
article would be improved by making the writing more concise and precise. 
 
 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 2 

There are inadequate details in the METHODS section on who would use the 
system, what data would be collected, how the data would be integrated into a 
single usable database.  Would the database be accessible by all users by mobile 
phone?  Would mobile phones only be used for data contribution?  The issues of 
case verification, case tracing, isolation, and quarantine as well as treatment seem 
unaddressed.  The authors do not discuss issues related to contact tracing when 
names, addresses and contact information is not made easily available.  

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain 
errors. 2 

This paper has a METHODS section and a DISCUSSION section but no RESULTS 



section.  Although not explicitly stated, it appears that the authors have not actually 
implemented any working system and their paper is a description of how a 
hypothetical COVID-19 reporting system based on a mobile phone system would 
work. If this is the case, the authors need to take a different approach with regard to 
the paper title and organization. The title should explicitly state that it is a 
“Proposed design for….” and in place of missing RESULTS section the authors 
should provide a detailed USE CASE DESCRIPTION which indicates how a mobile 
phone system would function, where it would function, who would use it, and what 
type of information would be collected. 
 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and 
supported by the content. 2 

The authors have provided no data in support of their conclusion that “public 
health surveillance can be built using model phones…”. Unless a system is actually 
built and proven feasible, all they can assert is that is possible to “design such a 
system”—feasibility depends on evidence-based implementation. 
 

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 2 

There are inadequate number of references regarding surveillance efforts for 
COVID-19.  Only one reference specifically addresses issues regarding COVID-19 
which is the central theme of this article. 
 

 

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation)： 
Accepted, no revision needed  

Accepted, minor revision needed  

Return for major revision and resubmission x 

Reject  
 
Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

1. Improve the conciseness and precision of the writing. 
2. Avoid unnecessary wordiness where possible. 
3. Explicitly state whether the system in question has “been implemented” or is 

“being proposed” 
4. In place of a missing RESULTS section, insert a more detailed USE CASE 

DESCRIPTION of the proposed system. 
5. In the discussion section, more thoroughly discuss the advantages and 

disadvantages of such a system.  Some discussion of costs compared to other 
systems is needed.  Who would use the system? What sort of data is collected?  
How is the data shared and distributed?  What are barriers (especially privacy 
concerns)? 

 
From WIKIPEDIA: 
Use cases are a technique for capturing, modelling and specifying the requirements of a 
system.[10] A use case corresponds to a set of behaviours that the system may perform in 
interaction with its actors, and which produces an observable result that contribute to its goals. 
Actors represent the role that human users or other systems have in the interaction. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Use_case#cite_note-:8-10


In the requirement analysis, at their identification, a use case is named according to the specific 
user-goal that it represents for its primary actor. The case is further detailed with a textual 
description or with additional graphical models that explains the general sequence of activities and 
events, as well as variants such as special conditions, exceptions or error situations. 

According to the Software Engineering Body of Knowledge (SWEBOK),[16] use cases belong to the 
scenario-based requirement elicitation techniques, as well as the model-based analysis techniques. 
But the use cases also supports narrative-based requirement gathering, incremental requirement 
acquisition, system documentation, and acceptance testing.[1] 
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(Please insert your comments) 
Tittle not rhyming with the body 
 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 
results. 3 

(Please insert your comments) 
Not clear. Does not capture all sections of the study 
 

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 
mistakes in this article. 3 

(Please insert your comments) 
See the highlighted areas for grammatical corrections  
 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 2 

(Please insert your comments) 
No scientific methods , procedures or standards followed 

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain 
errors. 3 

Body not explaining the expected content according to the tittle and objective. 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and 
supported by the content. 3 

(Please insert your comments) 
Conclusion made has no relationship with the tittle , objective and discussions. 
No study findings are seen. 

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 3 

(Please insert your comments) 
Not adequate, others available in reference but not in the context 
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