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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 Introduction needs improvement.  More literature surveyshould be included, specifying the advantages anddisadvantages of the existing approaches. It should bementioned how the proposed VSO method is superior toother available methods. What is done in paper, and howsignificant is the author’s contribution?In Section 2, author has abruptly started explaining VSO-optimized loaded monopole. First VSO should beexplained, then the geometry considered followed by theoptimization. The sequence of the sections needsmodification in order to make the flow of the paperproper.Author has compared various optimization methods.They should be mentioned in Introduction or some otherplace together.If reader finds suddenly one new method in text, theconfusion occurs.Only radiation pattern is compared as the performance ofantenna considered. It would be better if some otherparameters like impedance, return loss etc can beincluded as the output results for optimized antennastructure.

The author thanks the reviewer for his helpfulcomments, and responds as follows:The Introduction has been improved assuggested with additional references added tothe bibliography.
The paper has been reorganized as suggested.

Text has been added to the introduction assuggested.
Addressed.
The author respectfully disagrees with thiscomment.  The VSO paper solves the sameproblem posed by Altshuler, nothing more,nothing less, for the purpose of demonstratingthat VSO performs better than Altshuler's GA.The VSO results as described are head-to-headwith Altshuler's for the purpose of comparison.
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Altshuler did not include impedance, return loss,or any other parameter in his performanceevaluation (copy of his paper attached).  Ittherefore is inappropriate to do so with VSO,because then the comparison to Altshuler'sresults is no longer valid.  Nevertheless, the VSOpaper as written indeed does provide calculatedimpedance data in the last paragraph of Section2.2 (revised version) as parenthetical data in theoriginal and revised versions.
Minor REVISION comments The figure captions need to be relooked. Is it proper towrite VSO(a), GA(b), and SAHC(c)...?Include reference against v-PSO in manuscript.

The author has no objection to changing thefigure numbering as suggested, but does pointout that this is a fair amount of possiblyunnecessary bookkeeping.  The author believesthat this is an editorial decision that should bemade by the journal's editorial staff, and willwillingly comply if such a change is required.The v-PSO reference in Section 2.3 has beenclarified as suggested.
Optional/General comments The comparison between the approaches like VSO, PSO,v-PSO etc should be summarized at the end beforeconclusion. This comparison appears in paragraphs 2-6,inclusive, in Section 2.3.


