Q)
SCIENCEDOMAIN international QG 7

. ; ¥ G
l"l"l‘.'"l-'l".SCl'enCE'ﬂ'OmﬂIﬂ.Ofg ) - =
SDI Review Form 1.6
Journal Name: British Journal of Applied Science & Technology

Manuscript Number: 2013_BJAST_8772
Title of the Manuscript:

Performance Analysis of Parabolic Trough Collector in Hot Climate

Type of the Article Original Research Article

General guideline for Peer Review process:
This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is
scientifically robust and technically sound.

To know the complete guideline for Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link:

(http://www.sciencedomain.org/page.php?id=sdi-general-editorial-policy#Peer-Review-Guideline)

Created by: EA Checked by: ME Approved by: CEO Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)



SDI Review Form 1.6

PART 1: Review Comments

SCIENCEDOMAIN international

www.sciencedomain.org

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

Minor REVISION comments

This work is very studious, and represents a major contribution to the use
of free solar energy to fulfil daily energy needs. It is scientifically sounded
and shall be published. However, | have minor points to raise.

Shorten the abstract
Work on the English

Lines 20- 31 Thereis needs for references. No reference up to the
40" line for a paper of such importanceisjust unacceptable.

Part of the methodology in the introduction, making it
unnecessarily long while the methodology does not exist all as
visible part of the article, or is spread al over the article. A better
document structure is needed.

From line 47, results discussion seemsto start, whichiswrong in a
scientific paper

Theoretical calculations (the present model) validated by
experimental datafrom Sandia National Laboratory Seems backward
to me. | will rather want the authors to apply the model to the case
study using data from their own measurements.

Fig 6, the maximum gap between vacuum and air percent energy
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to total collected is approximately 0.025, but the document shows
the gap is more enhanced. Given the cost to keeping the vacuum,
and given what is achieved, isit economically interesting to opt
for the vacuum in the system? In other words, | have the feeling
that the gap is underestimated.

I cannot comprehend the link between the devel oped method and
the Case study. Isthe collector used in the Case studied designed
according to the devel oped model so that it being in line with this
|atter is proven?

Sentences are too long. See room for two sentences instead of on
long, un-understandabl e sentence (lines 194, and subsequent ones

Optional /General comments
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