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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, I have minor points to raise. 

 
Shorten the abstract 
Work on the English 
 
Lines 20- 31 There is needs for references. No reference up to the 
40th line for a paper of such importance is just 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 all over the article. A better 
document structure is needed. 
From line 47, results discussion seems to start, which is wrong in a 
scientific paper 
Theoretical calculations (the present model) validated by 
experimental data from Sandia National Laboratory seems backward 
to me. I 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, is it economically interesting to opt 
for the vacuum in the system? In other words, I have the feeling 
that the gap is underestimated. 
I cannot comprehend the link between the developed method and 
the Case study. Is the collector used in the Case studied designed 
according to the developed model so that it being in line with this 
latter is proven? 
 
Sentences are too long. See room for two sentences instead of on 
long, un-understandable sentence (lines 194, and subsequent ones 

Optional/General comments 
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