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The TITLE is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article.
Yes, the title is clear and adequate.

The ABSTRACT clearly presents objects, methods, and results.

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
evolving," might be better written as "The broadcast of linear content is evolving."
Similarly, "it is has changed" should be corrected to "it has changed".

Terminology: Some terms like "hassle cellular networks" are not clear. If this is a
technical term, it should be defined, or if it's a typo, it should be corrected.

In essence, while the abstract has a good starting point, it could benefit from better
organization, clarity, and a more explicit indication of the paper's primary focus or
conclusions.

There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article.
Upon careful review, your text appears to be well-written and doesn't contain any

obvious spelling or grammar errors. You have done a great job of adhering to proper
English syntax, and you have used technical terminology appropriately. However, you



may want to consider making the text a bit more concise for better readability,
especially when dealing with complex technical subjects.

The study METHODS are explained clearly.

Given that this is a review paper, it appears that the author has not included any
specific methodologies.

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

This document is well-written and clear, which indicates the author's expertise in the
subject matter. Nonetheless, considering this is a review paper, it is important that it
not only provides comprehensive coverage of the subject but also analyses and
synthesizes the information presented.

The author appropriately starts by introducing the development of the 5G Multicast
Broadcast (MBB) services field and its basic concepts, which provides a solid
foundation for readers unfamiliar with the topic. This initial explanation is valuable as
it sets the stage for the discussion to follow.

However, as the paper progresses, the author presents various examples and facts
about the implementation and implications of 5G MBB services. While this is crucial
to demonstrate the breadth and depth of the topic, it falls short in that there isn't an
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-
world examples. Such an analysis is critical in a review paper because it provides the
reader with a balanced understanding of the field, including its strengths, weaknesses,
and areas of controversy or ongoing research.

In essence, the paper could benefit from more synthesis and analysis following the
presentation of examples and facts, which would create a clearer, more complete
picture of 5G MBB services.

The CONCLUSION or summary is accurate and supported by the content.

Yes, | agree.

The list of REFERENCES is comprehensive and appropriate.

Yes, | agree.

Please rate the TITLE of this paper.

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

5



Please rate the ABSTRACT of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

4

Please rate the LANGUAGE of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

5

Please rate the METHODS of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

5

Please rate the BODY of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

3

Please rate the CONCLUSION of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

5

Please rate the REFERENCES of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

5



Overall Recommendation!!!

Accepted, minor revision needed
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See the comments for the body of the paper.




