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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 
 

Explanation of equations 5, 6, 7, 8 is not elaborated. Since the authors are proposing the 
model for waiting delay in the queue, derivation of the model is missing in the paper. 
Objective of the paper is to develop deterministic and stochastic waiting models for the 
bank environment, but no such things are discussed. 
M/M/c queuing is considered for the paper work. M/M/c queuing model considers   c 
servers. In the text given, consideration of 2 servers and three servers. But the 
mathematical representation is not showing the consideration of multiple servers. 
The author has given in the conclusion that real bank queue data has been collected from 
various selected banks for the development of queuing model. But no such things are 
shown in the paper. 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
The authors are proposing the development of estimated waiting time model that can be 
applied for real time bank queue data. 
The literature survey is weak and does not cover recent publications in this field. 
The paper has many grammar mistakes and poor sentence forming all over the paper. Eg., 
Page 3, “in the in a cycle”. 
 In Page 2, first paragraph, both service rate and arrival rate are denoted by same 
parameter λ. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
English writing quality is poor. 
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