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The paper illustrates a statistical analysis of operation of raw pumping station transporting the water 
from the source to the treatment plant, through a transmission main of approximately 3 km, based 
on the series of 4-year measurements of basic operational parameters. 

GENERAL COMMENTS: 

1. It is a case study-based paper without any specific scientific contribution.  
2. I see no novelties claimed by the authors documented with any sufficient literature study. 
3. The case could possibly be presented as a practitioner’s paper but much is to be desired to 

bring it even to that level. 
4. The background, the descriptions of the methodology, and the discussions and conclusions 

are pretty meagre. The whole structure of the paper is actually rather weak. 
5. Although the text is not difficult to read, a further revision of English and explanations of 

used abbreviations is needed. 
6. In this version, I cannot recommend the paper for publishing. 

 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS (attached below the cut parts of the paper) 

 

SC 01: The title of the paper is not accurate description of the contents. I see no modelling 
component; it is a statistical analysis. Secondly, the term ‘Water Pumping Plant’ is confusing. I first 
thought that it was about clear water pumping station as an integral part of the water treatment 
plant, which is not the case. I would add the case study title to the revised paper title 

 

 

SC02: I see no model in the study. It is a formula for statistical regression derived from the measured 
operational parameters. Not more, not less. I would certainly not understand how is that formula 



used for definition of replacement strategies. What is meant with ‘limited renovation’? All this is not 
explained in the paper. English spelling: ‘First’ with capital ‘F’?  

 

SC03: It is awkward to generalize any percentages referred from the literature because these 
normally emerge from some cases i.e. under specific conditions, which are not elaborated here. The 
pump ageing is interesting aspect, but it is not defined in the paper. How do we measure/monitor it? 
Was this included in the objective? 

 

 

SC04: The drawing layout is confusing. It is mostly close to a water treatment plant. CWSS 
abbreviation does not stand because that one would also include transport and distribution 
infrastructure. On the other hand, the water and energy losses are indicated. Where they are 
originating from? 

 

 

SC05: Why talking about the aim of the study in this place? What is the difference between the aim 
and objective? What is the exact meaning of MLP (should it be MLR?). English spelling: should be (‘ a 
widely popular technique’; ‘Multiple linear regression’ all words should start with capitals.  

 

 



 

SC06: The objective spelled in line 14 was to produce a model. Here it states that it is about ‘the 
effects’ (of what?). The table is confusing i.e. needs more elaboration:  the difference between the 
variables and coefficients, what is meant with number of responses, etc. 

 

 

SC07: Units are missing on Y-axis. Also, what is meant with ‘Consumption’? Looking to the system 
layout in Fig. 4, it is more about a ‘Production’ in fact. 



 

SC08: The same comment as SC07. Moreover, the meaning of P is not explained. 

 



SC09: There is a repetitive mentioning of a ‘ratio’ but no explanation which one. 

SC10: To which extent is the statistical analysis giving surprising or logical correlations? Could the 
relations be known even without doing it? The bullets only read the table, without real discussions. 

 

 

SC11: The pumping station has four identical units. So obviously, shuffling their operation schedules 
does not interfere with the target hydraulic performance while it is ‘healthy’ for the lifetime of each 
pump. This is a common engineering logic. I do not understand what more we learn from the results 
in the tables in order to operate the pumps differently? The interpretation of the results is very 
superficial.  

 

 

SC12: I see no evidence of any comparison in the paper. How can I trust? 

 

 

SC13: What is ‘unique’? What is meant with ‘real response’? How do we really benefit from the 
measurements done to improve the operation of the pumps?  

SC14: The suggested financial considerations should already be added to improve the substance of 
the paper. 

SC15: I do still do not understand the rationale to replace ‘the pumps 1 and 4 with more efficient 
pumps’. Why they are currently worse than pumps 2 and 3 when they are all identical. Again, too 
superficial discussion of the results. 

 


