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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 
 

Simulation Study 
 
The reviewer would like suggest the author to present the 
results in graph/plot to make the reader more clear about 
the results that presenting in this paper. 
 
The author not discussed the results in critical point: 
-Why the cost for system and cost for queue was decreased 
when different between arrival rate (λ) and service rate (μ) 
increased? 
-Why the cost for the system and the cost for queue for the ( 
/ /1) is smallest when constant values chosen arbitrarily? 
- Why the previous results the (M/G/1) model is the better 
model than the two models and the cost is change - when 
service rate distribution change or with different 
distributions? 
 
Conclusion 
There are no significant values of results included in 
conclusion that lead to novelty.  
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Abstract 
- Please revise this sentence “The study results that first the 
cost which calculated from system which depend on the 
cost of queue is less for (M/D/1) model than the other two 
models when the same data are used” 
-The novelty of study should be highlight in one sentence at 
end of abstract. 
 
Keywords 
-Keywords should be written in alphabetical order. 
  
Introduction 
-The previous studies from paragraph four until eight should 
be combining into two paragraphs. 
 
Waiting Line Costs 
-Please revise this sentence “On the other hand, a firm can 
retain a large staff and provide many service facilities. This 
can become expensive”. 
 
Simulation Study 
-Symbol should be italic 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Generally, this paper works well as long as the reader is 
primed in advance of the structure the author will be 
adopting. The reviewer would like to suggest this paper 
should be proof read to make it clearer. 
 
The author should revise this paper according to the format. 
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