Response to Reviewers

Review #1: 

	No.
	Comments
	Action(s)



	1
	The conclusion is very short and does not highlight any findings of the paper; some numerical results should be added.
	Thank you for the comment.

We have added some information in the ‘Conclusion’ section by highlighting some findings of the paper and some numerical results have been added.
We hope this satisfy the reviewer.

	2
	The findings of the paper are not very well described
	Thank you for the comment.

We have added some information in the ‘Results and Analysis’ section.
We hope this satisfy the reviewer.

	3
	The validation part should be described in details
	Thank you for the comment.

The simulation has been validated by regression analysis using Minitab and the findings are added in the Results and Analysis’ section.
We hope this satisfy the reviewer.


Review #2: 

	No.
	Comments
	Action(s)



	1
	Paper should be proofread and you need to revise your research methodology, it needs to be more clear
	Thank you for this comment. 

We have mentioned in the first sentence in the “Research Method” section that “The experimental setup for EL measurement has been in details elsewhere [12]”. 
However, to satisfy the reviewer we have added some information and described clearly the research methodology.
We hope this will satisfy the reviewer.


	2
	More discussion about your findings should be extensively included
	Thank you for the comment.
We have added some information on the results obtained and the simulation has been validated by regression analysis using Minitab and the findings are added in the Results and Analysis’ section.
We hope this satisfy the reviewer.




