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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. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?

5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide additional suggestions/comments)

	Paper is only relevant with respect to Engg. Curriculum (for ug, or pg) but not at all for industrial purpose.

OK

OK

Yes

Yes

Didn't checked references
	

	Minor REVISION comments

1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Yes

	

	Optional/General comments


	1) Paper/Article is well written properly and useful for ug,pg students and lecturers or can be used by research students.  

2) The points chalked out are written more like what the agenda of lecture is or what the outcome of lecture is.  It looks article is from some lecturer or notes.

Though English is correct, author should modify in respect to paper not lecture agenda like on page 14,15 (discussion).

3) All the tables - Table 1 (Voltage Deviation analysis) to Table 4 are quiet interesting and genuine 

but how the author has reached to these graphs are not mentioned, not even the reference is mentioned (the source from where he/she has copied or taken from).

 I can make out, author hasn't designed any of these practically but how he/she reached  the conclusion as in the tables and graphs is definitely not by himself/herself and is not at explained. It looks taken from some source (which is not cited) as no experimentation has been carried out by author.

4) Author article/paper is completed in 15.35 pages but complete manuscript is of 30 pages with 154 references and none of the reference is cited even once.

15 page reference is not at all acceptable as the technology and practical design comparative in active balancing and SoC has not been even touched.  

In view of the paper content, I can tell references would get completed in 5 not 154 but still author should not exceed more than 1 page or max 1.5 pages.  Some of the references like artificial intelligence etc are totally irrelevant, in view of the author’s submission.

5) Paper lacks separate comparison in active balancing, dynamic allocation, SoC but still can be accepted based on point 1.

However, the references and citing issue MUST be resolved before publication of this article.
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	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)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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