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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 

 

1) In the Abstract and also at line 196, the word MATLAB 

must be appropriately referenced and listed in the 

References due to the copyright. For example, MATLAB© 

2) The reference Dalkilic and Wongwises [2] at line 26 

was not appropriately listed in References.  
3) At line 110, change model for modelled 

4) The text from line 156 to 159 is confuse. Revised it. 

5) The definition of the overall efficiency in the Eq (17) is 

wrong because the COP of Carnot cycle is better than the 

COP of a real cycle.  

6) at lines 304, 306, 324 and 330, change the word 

“compares” for “compared” 

7) Comment the hypotheses (ii), (iii) and (iv) (lines 200 

and 201). What are the difficulties of considering 

irreversibility, pressure drop and a real compressor in 

the simulation? 

8) Revise the text from line 313-316. I think the use of 

periods or comma is deficient. 

9) Put the units of the Refrigerating effect in the Figures 6 

and 7. 

10) I think that the correct at line 318 is “Figs. 4 and 5”. If 

this is true, some reference to Fig 6 must be done, for 

example at line 307. 

11) In Figures 6 and 7, there aren´t results for Ammonia? 

If there exist they don´t appear in legend. 

12) At line correct the phrase to “increase with the” 

13) In the Figures 1 and 2, some legends are blocking a 

complete view of the scheme of equipments (evaporator 

in Fig 1) or graphs (lines of process in Fig 2). 
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Minor REVISION comments 

 

1) At line 19 of the manuscript, I suggest the following 

written: … ill health and diseases for living beings. I think 

the phrase “non living things” doesn’t make sense. 

2) sometimes appear in the text the word Ammonia (the 

first letter as a capital character) and ammonia (the first 

letter as a non capital character). I suggest the option by 

one of them. 

3) At line 134, put a blank space after the parenthesis 

4) I suggest the following text at line 171: component are 

presented in next subsections. 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

I think after the suggested corrections the manuscript 

may be considered for publication. However, there exist 

others works with comparisons for more refrigerants 

than those considered in this manuscript. 
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