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should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

It is very difficult to read and understand this paper 

because of poor English writing.  

- Plenty of spelling and orthographic 

errors 

- Lack of relation between paragraphs 

- Informal expressions, for example, “a 

brand of efficiency”, “a good strategy 

simulation”, “we do discussion”, “threreof”, 

“data data processing”… 

Lack of previous works makes difficult to 

decide of the novelty of this paper. 

- This paper cites several references but not 

explained well, some of “References” have no title. 

 

This paper is a kind of review paper since it 

compares existing simulation methods using 

existing and well-known metrics, therefore I 

cannot accept it is a noble in its approach and 

contribution. What makes the matter worse, 

it is not much useful as a review paper to the 

journal readers. 

The paper confusingly mixes their works and 

the previous work done by the others by 

describing “we” everywhere. 
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