Evaluation:

1. Presentation (4/10)
 In this paper, a method for obtaining a compact general solution of a system of   Boolean equations using variable-entered Karnaugh map (VEKM) is proposed. The author should improve the presentation of the paper. The paper needs lots of work to convert it to a Journal Manuscript.
2. Style and Clarity (6/10)
The paper is straightforward, illustrative examples give better insight about the technique proposed.

3. Methodology (4/10)

The proposed method combines the method of Tucker and Tapia [2, 3] that distinguishes don’t care and can’t happen conditions (the distinction is definitely not clear from this paper), and the method of Rushdi [5] that employs VEKMs to obtain a general solution of a system of Boolean equations. Clearly, this paper is not presenting a totally new solution to the problem. Instead, it combines two ideas from previous work.
Further, while deriving these conditions for Xi from its bounding functions is a good point of the paper, the successive elimination is a known technique in Boolean algebra. Therefore it is not clear what input has been sought from Rushdi’s method in this approach. This was mentioned in the example though, however, it is better to elaborate it in the problem formulation.

4. Soundness of Result (6/10)
While the  result seem good (from examples),  a quantitative comparison to existing techniques is a must. 
5. Contribution to field (4/10)
The paper guarantees to use significantly fewer and significantly smaller maps to obtain the solution of Boolean equations, which is a feature of the VEKM. However, in today’s world, this type of work is only of academic interest as computer aided tools are used (SIS and MIS for example, and several others) for design and optimization of logic circuits. These tools take into account several other practical  constraints as well (delay and power for instance, in addition to minimization of logic)
6. Originality (8/30)

There are several papers by Rushdi and others, and this seems to be a minimal extension of the same work. 
7. References (8/10)

Sufficient.  There are several others in the literature, talking about similar things, particularly by Rushdi, and others, that could have been cited.
8. Appropriate length (6/10)

Small. One third of the paper talks about examples. There are no comparisons with other approaches, similar techniques, quality of results, comparison with benchmarks and test cases. 
Total: 46/100.
Summary:

Paper could appear as a technical note provided the author(s) complete(s) the revisions recommended in the review.
.

