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While this abstract provides a good general overview of the topic, there are some 

aspects that could be improved for clarity and coherence. Here are some critiques: 

 

Clarity: The abstract contains several long sentences with multiple clauses, which can 

make it challenging to follow. Breaking these down into shorter, more direct 

sentences could enhance readability. 

 

Coherence: The transition between ideas could be smoother. For example, the shift 

from discussing the evolution of linear content to specific considerations of 

broadcasting this content over 5G networks seems abrupt. A connecting sentence 

might be beneficial. 

 

Focus: While the abstract mentions the future of 3GPP 5G MBS standards and non-

3GPP networks, it does not provide a clear indication of what the paper's main 

arguments or conclusions might be. Elaborating a bit more on the central focus of the 

paper would be useful. 

 

Grammar and Style: There are a few grammatical errors and awkward phrasings that 

could be revised for better flow. For instance, "Broadcast of liner content is 
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may want to consider making the text a bit more concise for better readability, 
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synthesizes the information presented. 
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immediate synthesis or interpretation of the presented information. 

 

In other words, the author lists instances and data, but does not consistently draw 

conclusions or extract key points from these. For instance, it would be beneficial to 

understand the advantages and disadvantages that can be gleaned from these real-
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reader with a balanced understanding of the field, including its strengths, weaknesses, 

and areas of controversy or ongoing research. 
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presentation of examples and facts, which would create a clearer, more complete 

picture of 5G MBB services. 
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