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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. What is the methodology applied for solving the problem? 
2. To which test system it has been applied 
3. Abstract is not enough to reveal about the work 
4. No detail found about the proposed method (s) 
5. Conclusion is not matching the abstract 
6. Abstract should contain the projected work 

 
 
 

 
1. The paper is not proposing any methodology for solving the proposed 

problems, but any methodology may be used. The purpose of the 
proposed test functions is to be used by other researchers in order to 
test their methodologies. 

2. The functions were already used by myself an other people in order to 
test our optimization methods as it is detailed in paper and in the 
References section.  

3. Some small changes made 
4. There are no methods proposed in the paper. The proposed functions 

are method neutral. 
5. Some small changes made 
6. Some small changes made 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

1. Revisions needed   

Optional/General comments 
 

 
2. Explanation needed  
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 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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