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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	

Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	The manuscript addresses optimal power flow (OPF), an important problem in economic and secure power-system operation. Its use of the standard IEEE 14-bus system and repeated PSO runs provides a transparent benchmark for evaluating cost, voltage feasibility, network losses, and stochastic repeatability. The comparison with a deterministic OPF benchmark is useful for assessing the numerical quality of the obtained solution. However, the scientific contribution is limited because the study applies a conventional PSO
formulation to a well-established benchmark without introducing a new algorithmic or OPF methodology.
	


[bookmark: PART_2.1_(Objective_Evaluation)]PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	
Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and
Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4
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	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
5
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	

3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	

4
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The title implies that both fuel cost and transmission losses are optimisation objectives, whereas the mathematical formulation minimises generation cost only. The title should be revised to reflect fuel-cost minimisation, with loss reduction presented as a secondary outcome.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract adequately states the OPF problem, PSO settings, constraints, repeated-run protocol, main numerical results, and deterministic benchmark. The novelty/contribution could nevertheless be stated more clearly.
	

	

Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The overall AC-OPF/PSO framework and reported results appear plausible, but important methodological details are missing, particularly the penalty coefficients in the fitness function, precise definitions of the violation terms, power-flow convergence settings, PV/PQ treatment at reactive limits, PSO initialisation, and random-seed procedure. The claim of a near-global solution should also be moderated because agreement  with  a  deterministic  benchmark  does  not constitute a global-optimality proof.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The cited references are relevant and include both foundational and recent studies, but only ten references are provided for a mature research area. The literature review should be strengthened with additional recent comparative studies on PSO-based and other metaheuristic OPF methods and should more clearly establish the research gap.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	
NO. This is a computational study based on a standard power-system benchmark and does not involve human participants, animals, or identifiable personal data.
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