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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

This article introduces the VSO algorithm by using it to
optimize the dipole-loaded monopole. The result of
optimization is given. Meanwhile, the VSO algorithm is
compared to other algorithms.

First problem to evaluate a algorithm is the correctness.
The operational speed comes next. The author does not
prove the correctness of VSO’ calculated result. The
reviewer think that the judge of calculated result’
correctness depends on experimental result as well as
example of accepted classical analytical solution.
However, there does not exist previous contents in this
article. Thus, description about merits of algorithm does
not make sense. The author must give example of
accepted classical analytical solution. Only when the
author give example of accepted classical analytical
solution can the merit be introduced.

Minor REVISION comments

It lacks the description about designing process of
proposed antenna. The size of antenna should be added.

The grammar lacks standardization. There exists unclear
narration such as “While this value was used for all VSO
runs reported here, other fixed values may work better, or
perhaps a variable value would.”. What does the author want
to explain. The reviewer is not the editor and does not point

out other parts.The author should check the article carefully.
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Optional/General comments The tested results of proposed antenna should be added
to prove the correctness of optimizing thought and
calculated results.
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