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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’'s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the
manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is
mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

1.

Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript
appropriate?

Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?
Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have

suggestion of additional references, please mention in the
review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to

provide additional suggestions/comments)
Minor REVISION comments

1.

Yes. Itis the beginning of showing how to use established optimization methods in a
practical way. Much work is needed though to show how the solution relates to the specific
problem at hand.

Yes. However, the paper leans too heavily on computer programming and not enough on the

mathematics, equation parameters, and solution process involved. These have nothing to do
with computers or their programming.

No. Problem to be solved is not explained. Acronyms are used without being spelled out. The
equation given is not explained, nor is the “optimal value”.

No. Author needs to relate parameters of the problem to be solved to the parameters of the
equation and the optimal solution.

No. Hard to tell for readers outside the author’'s immediate peer group.

No. Need references to the optimization methods used.

Please see my detailed comments within the attached commented manuscript.

Is language/English quality of the article suitable for
scholarly communications?

Yes. Please see my detailed comments within the attached commented manuscript. There
are a few nit-noids to consider.

Optional/General comments

This paper has the potential of being very instructive. What it needs is a clear exposition of
the problem to be solved. Then an explanation of the optimization method. Then a
relationship needs to be shown between the parameters to mathematical parameters and
how they evolve to get the optimal result. The programming then becomes an
implementation example that could be applied with new problem parameters. Please see my
detailed comments within the attached commented manuscript.

PART 2:

Reviewer’'s comment Author’'s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight
that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her

feedback here)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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