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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)

2. Is thetitle of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?

5. Do you think the manuscript is s

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of

additional references, please me

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

cientifically correct?

ntion in the review form.

additional suggestions/comments)

1. lconsider that the document is a good contribution to the scientific community, there
are things to improve in the document but they are minor, very satisfactory the
comparison between the models.

2. yes, I think that sums up what was done in the document

3. yes, yes, however if | could give a little more general detail of the findings and how
they are relevant for research and for the energy community

4. yes, the document complies with the traditional standards of scientific text editing

5. vyes, I consider that the document is correctly written and structured as a scientific

document

6. The current references are OK, however to be able to add a revision of the following:
https://doi.org/10.32479/ijeep.15021

https://doi.org/10.32479/ijeep.14380
7. 1consider that sections 4.4 and 5.0 should be expanded a little more, they should be

according to the entire process carried out, according to the results found and the
improvements that this research may have in the future

Minor REVISION comments

1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly

communications?

yes, this is correct
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