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1. This paper develops a mixed integer linear programming (MILP) model for short-term scheduling of HPMUST and proposes a gross water head-based iterative methodology to directly solve it.
2. The MILP model takes account of not only head variations, common tunnel water head loss of multiple units, and water consumption during startup and shutdown of units, but also water consumption of crossing the vibration zone.
3. The numerical results show that, compared with the average output model (AOM) and the real operation, the developed model and solution method can efficiently reduce water consumption of power generation within an acceptable time and meet practical operation requirements.
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May be slightly imbalanced: The article presents the information in a generally reliable way, but there are minor points of consideration that could be explored further or claims that are not fully backed by appropriate evidence. Some perspectives may also be omitted, and you are encouraged to use the research topics section to explore the topic further.
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The article is generally reliable in terms of its content as it provides a detailed description of the proposed MILP model for short-term scheduling of HPMUST and presents numerical results to support its claims. However, there are some potential biases in the article that should be noted. For example, the authors do not provide any evidence or counterarguments to support their claims that their proposed MILP model is more efficient than existing methods such as PL, DP, LR, PSO, SA, ANN, GA, TS and EP. Additionally, they do not explore any possible risks associated with using their proposed MILP model for short-term scheduling of HPMUST. Furthermore, they do not present both sides equally when discussing existing methods such as PL or DP; instead they focus on highlighting the advantages of their proposed MILP model over these existing methods without providing any evidence or counterarguments to back up their claims. Finally, there is no mention in the article about potential limitations or drawbacks associated with using their proposed MILP model for short-term scheduling of HPMUST which could lead to a one-sided reporting bias in favor of their proposed method.
[bookmark: _Toc5]Topics for further research:
· Risks associated with MILP model for short-term scheduling of HPMUST
· Limitations of MILP model for short-term scheduling of HPMUST
· Comparison of MILP model with existing methods for short-term scheduling of HPMUST
· Advantages and disadvantages of PL and DP for short-term scheduling of HPMUST
· Evidence for MILP model being more efficient than existing methods for short-term scheduling of HPMUST
· Counterarguments to MILP model being more efficient than existing methods for short-term scheduling of HPMUST
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