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All my comments have been addressed.

Many thanks.

The majority of the comments have been addressed. However I still think that table 3
and 4 should be simplified.

comport with what data typically are included in benchmark testing. As an example,
reproduced below is Pehlivanoglu's Table IV (ref. [20] in the paper).

Thank you for your time and effort in reviewing this paper, which are very much appreciated
and have resulted in a much better presentation. However, as to Tables 3 & 4, the author
respectfully disagrees that they should be further simplified because, in his opinion, they
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even expected, and, accordingly, in the author's opinion they should not be changed.

His table is typical of the literature, and it includes essentially the same information as
Tables 3 & 4 in the paper, viz, function designation, dimensionality, mean fitness, and CPU
time. Tables 3 & 4 contain these same data with one addition, the known test function
maximum, which makes it easier for the reader to see how well the various algorithms
perform relative to that known maximum. Note that CPU time in Pehlivanoglu's table
measures computational efficiency, which in Tables 3 & 4 is measured by the number of
function evaluations. Thus, Tables 3 & 4 reflect what is common in the literature, perhaps
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