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correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
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Compulsory REVISION comments 

 
Section 6.1- We suppose this overhead of VTC 
messages could be reduced. These results shown 
here are obtained out of the worst cases in the 
sense that the numbers of VTCs are the largest in 
these networks. More than one VTC messages 
from the same peer could be aggregated into a 
single message. Also, caching of VTC messages 
could reduce the network traffic. 

On what grounds is this claim made? More 

explanations are needed. 

 

In general although the related parts are embedded 

within the text body this paper needs to make a clear 

section for ‘Methodology” and “Literature review’.  

Relevant literature has been included; it just needs to 

be made clearer. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

Referencing needs to be checked- brackets seem to be 

put in excess. [Sripanidkulchai, et al. (2003)] 
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