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Questions 
Rating Result 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 4 

The title is according to content of the article, however there is a misspelling. It should be 
"”FACULTAD"” instead of “FALCUTAS"” 

 

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

The author makes a description of expert system development, which show the teacher placement to 
different subjects in a faculty using MYCIN Model. Topics such as Microsoft solutions framework 
methodology to document, tools programming language and others were used for its development. 
Then after analyzing the results, it is concluded the automated process exceeds 60% to the manual 
process....". 

The abstract of the manuscript is not proper organized. For example, in the first part, author puts the 
aim of the work together the method that was used the problem.  Some of the paragraphs are not 
connected each other, so it is hard to interpret some of the ideas posed. I suggest that author works 
on organize the abstract in order to improve it. 

 



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

2 

In general, there are some grammatical errors and spelling mistakes. I suggest doing a proof of 
reading in order to improve the clarity of the manuscript. 

 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 1 

In order to document the system, the Microsoft solutions framework methodology is described. 
However, the reviewer does not find the application the MYCIN model. I recommend that could add 
a method, which could describe the teacher placement to different subjects in the faculty together 
with the application of MYCIN model.  

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

The body of the manuscript is not proper organized. For example, in the first part, in the Introduction 
there are not references. After, in the development of research part, it describes about 
Methodological operation, development of system expert, description of problem, Scope and 
objective of the problem, and the steps of software development. There are too many sub titles, so it 
is hard to interpret some of the topics posed.  

I suggest that author works on the following sections: the introduction, methodology, results and 
conclusions. All content should be organized in their respective sections to properly improve its 
understanding. 

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

2 

The conclusions confirmed that the automated process exceeds 60% to the manual process 
disclosing the subject placement process has improved significantly using the expert system 
proposed. It is assumed that this conclusion is based on data analysis, but due not to have clearly 
defined the problem and not to be clearly justified the research questions, so I consider that 
conclusions are not sufficiently grounded. 

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 1 

There is absolutely no reference in the document, although the bibliography is described at the end 
of the manuscript. 

I suggested to check some of the references, because they are web pages, which are not supported 
scientifically. 

 

 

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation)： 

Accepted, no revision needed  

Accepted, minor revisions needed  

Return for major revision and resubmission X 

Reject  

 

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

In general, the clarity of the manuscript is not adequately organized and is somewhat confusing to 

read, because it is not well structured. For example, the definition of the problem is not grounded, 



there is not the literature review, there are not the results and discussion sections. In some part of 

manuscript, some results are presented, but these do not have connection to the research problem. 

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only: 

I consider the work needs major revision. My recommendation is that author carry out a major revision 

of the work presented and resubmission. 

 

 

 


