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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)

Compulsory REVISION
comments

The work of this paper is interesting however the authors have not
presented a working example or case study for their work to prove
that it is really significant and that the mathematical models that
they have developed are useful.

This paper is full of equations but shows no results obtained from
these equations. The following issues are explained:

Abstract:

The abstract can be improved and give more clarity as to what the
authors are referring as a real problem

1. Introduction
This part has to be improved by proposing a problem and a possible
solution to it. There are too little references/citations in the
introduction.

2. Model development
There is no explanation why this model is used?
Has it been compared with other models?
Why was it chosen?
What are its advantages over other models?
How were the assumptions obtained?

Fig. 1 cannot be understood properly by readers of the paper. This
flowchart needs to be improved and properly explained so
everybody can understand it.
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What is this flowchart representing and why was this sequence
chosen?

3 Model analysis

Even though it might be assumed that the equations are ok. Can this
part have a better explanation!

4 Results and discussion

These are very weak and do not do justice to the vast amount of
models in part 3. It would have been better to have more results and
discussion rather than all the eq. presented in the previous
sections.

5 Conclusion
This is too short and insignificant.

What is missing from this paper:

i) No background or related works section

ii) No justification for the chosen models

iii) Lack of diagrams

iv) The equations could be put in an appendix or section at the
end of the paper while the main body of the paper would
concentrate on the results and summary of the
equations

v) The equations should be checked by an expert.

vi) No results in the main body

vii) There is no case study or scenario analysis to validate what
the authors have done. (This should include some form
of numerical results presented in a tabular form. These
would validate the substantial amount of work that the
authors have carried out!)

viii) No good conclusions and suggestions for future work.

ix) References seem to be missing from main body
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References section is ok. There are adequate references

In short the paper requires substantial reorganizing and much better
presentation, including a good related works section and interesting
findings or results derived from a case study to make it valid. The
essential part of the eq. might be enough if they are presented in the
main body. The proofs and derivations can be put as suggested at
the back of the paper.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments The work of this paper is quite interesting but the paper lacks proper
structure and composition. It is suggested to correct this work as
explained and improve it greatly and resubmit it!
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