[bookmark: _GoBack]REVIEWER B (Comments are incorporated accordingly)
	Comments No.
	Comments Description
	Remarks

	1.
	Abstract must basically be rewritten because it is not sound sufficiently.
	Abstract is re-written and all the comments incorporated accordingly.(See the Abstract of Manuscript)

	2.
	In the abstract, you should briefly explain about the used mechanism in the proposed protocol which allows to see the better performance.
	Incorporate accordingly (see the Abstract of the Manuscript)

	3.
	Fig. 2 and Fig. 3 are unclear, enhance their quality.
	The quality of the Fig 2 and Fig 3 is improved (See the Manuscript)

	4.
	See that you have used a figure for delay analysis; however, this advantage has not been pointed in the abstract.
	Now the advantage is pointed in abstract (see the abstract of the Manuscript)

	5.
	Introduce the differences between some metrics used in the work like "Network Throughput" with "Packets Delivery Ratio". Basically, add their
definitions to the paper, for example in a table.
	All the definitions are mentioned in table form see the Manuscript.

	6.
	Any of related papers have been missed from your paper. I have collected a set of them. You should review them in the literature survey:

https://doi.org/10.1002/dac.3303
https://doi.org/10.1155/2012/307246
https://doi.org/10.4236/jcc.2017.55002
https://doi.org/10.1109/KBEI.2015.7436174
https://doi.org/10.4236/jcc.2016.47008
https://doi.org/10.3390/s17030629
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-4154-9_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11276-017-1461-x
	Almost related papers are cited in the Manuscript.

	7.
	Use the approaches of these two papers in order to propose another future work in the conclusion. Both are in the field of general routing problem:

https://doi.org/10.11114/set.v4i1.2470
https://doi.org/10.4236/jcc.2017.56007
	Papers are included for future directions in conclusion.



