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Muchlison Anis <journals-noreply@ums.ac.id> Wed, Aug 26, 2020 at 4:00 PM

To: Heru Prastawa <heru.prastawa@gmail.com>
Cc: jurnal.industri@ums.ac.id

Reviewer A:

Please describe your detail inputs in pointers format. You are permitted to
provide direct inputs to the manuscript by providing direct comments in
every section of the manuscript as guided in the following list. Abstract
(concise and complete):

Clear

Introduction and Theoretical Background (problem clarity and theoretical
framework):

Novelty is unclear. Differentiate between your recent research and
precedence research to determine the novelty.

Methods (clarity and details of the research steps):

1. Range 150-1600 is too wide, and it will be impossible to reach the
optimum value.
2. Lighting lux is better to use fixed point. If use that range then
followed by other method to find the optimum point, Fuzzy Logic as an
example

Table 1.

1. Inconsistently between table 1 and the statement below.

2. There are not any researches which written that the lighting lux around
1500-1600lux, because over 1500 lux is too glaring. “Depnaker” and any
other statement only recommend in 290-300lux.

Results and Discussions (results of data processing, depth of analysis and
discussion):

In this discussion, only informing the research result. Discussion must be
supported by other relevant journal.

Conclusion (summary of analysis and discussion):
Clear

References (up-to-date and conformity with citations):
Some references are out-of-date

Reviewer B:

Please describe your detail inputs in pointers format. You are permitted to
provide direct inputs to the manuscript by providing direct comments in
every section of the manuscript as guided in the following list. Abstract
(concise and complete):

A good abstract contains problems, research objectives, methods used and
results. This abstract needs to be rewritten

Introduction and Theoretical Background (problem clarity and theoretical
framework):

It should be made clear that measurements were made using natural or
artificial lighting. The yield on a cloudy day is 150 lux and a sunny day is
600 lux. Why did the desire for classical music suddenly appear
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Paragraph 5 is confusing. Industrial Engineering does not go beyond the
spectrum. Only discusses optimal lighting levels and their relationship to
performance

These two paragraphs (paragraphs 3 and 4) also do not support this research.
The music literature shown here should be related to productivity and work
concentration

Overall the introduction needs to be rewritten. You should start identifying
the physical environment of the library, starting from lighting, the impact
of less lighting on students. Here, which is a bit odd, suddenly | want to
add music. Then what kind of music do you want to use.

Methods (clarity and details of the research steps):

- Treatment A, Respondents read a book at 150-1600 Lux light intensity
without music for a specified time (10 minutes)
- Treatment B, Respondents read a book at 150-1600 Lux light intensity with
classical music for a specified time (10 minutes)
- Treatment C, Respondents read a book at 200-600 Lux light intensity
without music for a specified time (10 minutes)
- Treatment D, Respondents read books at 200-600 Lux light intensity with
classical music for a specified time (10 minutes)

(How do | organize this treatment. Meanwhile, the lighting range is too
large, is it brought to the climate room?)

The lighting standard for the reading room is up to 400 lux. But in the
research model why use lighting 1500-6000; and 200-600.

This is getting weird. There are already standards but make new rules. Table
1 is confusing

Research methods need to be rewritten. Arranged systematically. The research
method paper is confusing. Where is the data collection location, what kind

of treatment process. There was no explanation whether the 24 respondents
were included in the climate room or in the library room

Results and Discussions (results of data processing, depth of analysis and
discussion):

Not in sync between the introduction, research method and the results.
Especially for noise (Figure 2). What software was used to make the map. In
the research method section, this stage is also not written.

The recommendations for lighting and music are based on other people's
research, not those of the researchers. So there is no relationship between
the research results and recommendations.

Conclusion (summary of analysis and discussion):

Not yet showing specific results. This research is still imperfect with
regard to lighting levels. Because the conclusion is that the light range is
still too wide (200-600 lux)

References (up-to-date and conformity with citations):
Reference no problem
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Dear [JTI] Editor

Attached is the response, revision and rewriting of the journal paper according to input
from the reviewers. The files with highlights represent the revisions and rewrites we
did, and the final files are the ones ready to be processed. Hopefully this can be used
as a consideration for the next process. Thank You

Best Regards,

Heru Prastawa

Reviewer A:

Please describe your detail inputs in pointers format. You are permitted to provide direct
inputs to the manuscript by providing direct comments in every section of the manuscript
as guided in the following list. Abstract (concise and complete):

Clear

Introduction and Theoretical Background (problem clarity and theoretical
framework): Novelty is unclear. Differentiate between your recent research and
precedence research to determine the novelty.

This paper wants to explore the phenomenon of the increasing number of room
facilities that use natural light sources, but the uniformity of light intensity cannot
be obtained uniformly.

Methods (clarity and details of the research steps):
1. Range 150-1600 is too wide, and it will be impossible to reach the
optimum value.

Table 1.

1. Inconsistently between table 1 and the statement below.

2. There are not any researches which written that the lighting lux around
1500-1600lux, because over 1500 lux is too glaring. “Depnaker” and any
other statement only recommend in 290-300lux.

It has been revised by replacing the first treatment with lighting conditions
according to the standard / specified range of 200 - 600 lux, while the other
treatments are measurement points that are outside this range, representing less
than 200 lux or more than 600 lux (<200 or> 600 lux)

Results and Discussions (results of data processing, depth of analysis and
discussion): In this discussion, only informing the research result. Discussion must be
supported by other relevant journal.

The discussion in the paper is presented in the form of recommendations, which are adjusted
to support references or related journals.

Conclusion (summary of analysis and discussion):
Clear

References (up-to-date and conformity with citations):Some references are out-of-date.



It’s already updated.

Reviewer B:

1. Please describe your detail inputs in pointers format. You are permitted to
provide direct inputs to the manuscript by providing direct comments in
every section of the manuscript as guided in the following list. Abstract
(concise and complete): A good abstract contains problems, research objectives,
methods used and
results. This abstract needs to be rewritten

Abstract has been revised

2. Introduction and Theoretical Background (problem clarity and theoretical
framework): It should be made clear that measurements were made using natural or
artificial lighting. The yield on a cloudy day is 150 lux and a sunny day is
600 lux. Why did the desire for classical music suddenly appear.

It has been explained that the room used natural lighting for the measurement.
The explanation about the background of classical music is taken into account.

Paragraph 5 is confusing. Industrial Engineering does not go beyond the
spectrum. Only discusses optimal lighting levels and their relationship to
performance. These two paragraphs (paragraphs 3 and 4) also do not support this
research.

The music literature shown here should be related to productivity and work
concentration

It’s already deleted and rewritten.

Overall the introduction needs to be rewritten. You should start identifying
the physical environment of the library, starting from lighting, the impact
of less lighting on students. Here, which is a bit odd, suddenly | want to
add music. Then what kind of music do you want to use.

Methods (clarity and details of the research steps):

- Treatment A, Respondents read a book at 150-1600 Lux light intensity
without music for a specified time (10 minutes)
- Treatment B, Respondents read a book at 150-1600 Lux light intensity with
classical music for a specified time (10 minutes)
- Treatment C, Respondents read a book at 200-600 Lux light intensity
without music for a specified time (10 minutes)
- Treatment D, Respondents read books at 200-600 Lux light intensity with



classical music for a specified time (10 minutes)

(How do | organize this treatment. Meanwhile, the lighting range is too
large, is it brought to the climate room?)

The lighting standard for the reading room is up to 400 lux. But in the
research model why use lighting 1500-6000; and 200-600.

This is getting weird. There are already standards but make new rules. Table
1 is confusing

It has been revised by replacing the first treatment with lighting conditions
according to the standard / specified range of 200 - 600 lux, while the other
treatments are measurement points that are outside this range, representing less
than 200 lux or more than 600 lux (<200 or> 600 lux)

3. Research methods need to be rewritten. Arranged systematically. The research
method paper is confusing. Where is the data collection location, what kind
of treatment process. There was no explanation whether the 24 respondents
were included in the climate room or in the library room
The research method is rewritten and explained in more detail.

4. Results and Discussions (results of data processing, depth of analysis and
discussion): Not in sync between the introduction, research method and the results.
Especially for noise (Figure 2). What software was used to make the map. In
the research method section, this stage is also not written.

The recommendations for lighting and music are based on other people's
research, not those of the researchers. So there is no relationship between
the research results and recommendations.

It’'s added and summarized with research result

5. Conclusion (summary of analysis and discussion): Not yet showing specific results. This
research is still imperfect with regard to lighting levels. Because the conclusion is that
the light range is still too wide (200-600 lux)
It’s added in future work to add artificial lighting.

6. References (up-to-date and conformity with citations): Reference no problem
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Dear Mrs./Ms. Heru Prastawa, Novie Susanto, Manik Mahachandra
Assalaamu’alaikum wa rahmatullaahi wa barakaatuh
Alhamdulillah, all praise is due to Allah, the Most Gracious and the Most Merciful.
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