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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 
 

As general, this paper provides a research work in which a stochastic local search (SLS) 
based approach has been provided for the problem of reducing the cost of exploring 
neighbourhood areas in dynamic local search for SAT. In detail, the paper provides 
information on the background, formed intelligent approach and findings – results obtained 
with this research work. The paper seems having a remarkable subject and research effort. 
But before it can be published in the CJAST, the following major revisions should be done: 
1- The Abstract seems a little longer. It should be shortened. 
2- The citing order should be numerically increasing (as [1],[2],[3]…etc.) and currently, it is 
wrong. That should be fixed. 
3- There is no Conclusion and Future Work section of the paper. That should be provided. 
At this point, some explanations from the section regarding results and analysis may be 
useful. 
4- There seem no explanations regarding future work. If there is any future work thought by 
the author(s), that should be discussed under the last section of Conclusions and Future 
Work (which will be added). 
5- Currently, total number of references is low. There should be around at least 25-30 
references for such paper. In order to keep the content up-to-date and improve general 
quality, there should be also some more recent references from 2015, 2016, and 2017. 
Thanks the author(s) for their valuable efforts to form this paper. 

We appreciate the feedback and the constructive comments. Following are 
some changes to the manuscript according to the reviewer’s comments: 

1. The citation is fixed to appear in the manuscript in a 

chronological order [1, 2, 3…etc] 

2. We have added two reference that are recent and directly related 

to our work 

3. The conclusion section is added  

4. We have shorten the Abstract as per suggested  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
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