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* It's not clear because it has no indication if the proposed system is tried
experimentally or by simulation .......... ?

So, the abstract must be revised to give a clear picture of the object and the
obtained results ......

There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article.
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The TITLE is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article.

* No. Title is too general and does not indicate what is really presented in the paper
and what type of studies were done. | suggest to rewrite title to be more consistent.

The ABSTRACT clearly presents objects, methods, and results.

*In my oipinion abstract looks like a kind of summary of the works done. It seems that
the better approach will be a short description of what was done by author as new in the
field presented. Of course, the results also should be presented in the abstract, but
shortly and in informative way.

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

There are some typos and grammar but of minor nature. More problematic are long
sentences, which sometimes have 8 lines (see paragraph 5th and 6th in the Introduction).



Please carefully analyse the text and rewrite where needed to be more precise. The
sentences should be shorter and more informative.
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The CONCLUSION or summary is accurate and supported by the content.

* Not fully - conclusions are too long and most of this section fits better to Introduction.
In my opinion Conclusions should start from the phrase "This article describes a new
storage system that allows to achieve ...". The erlier part may be used to extend
Introduction.

The list of REFERENCES is comprehensive and appropriate.
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paper content.
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Please carefully read my comments presented in the above points of the review. They
includes suggestions/remarks that should be considered when improving the paper.
However the idea of the paper understood as approach to solving the problem posed is
good and do not arouse the doubts. ONly sdome general aspects such as Abstract,
Introduction and Conclusions should be improved. Then the paper will be very good.
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