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 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 

 

 

In order to validate the propopsed approach, the author 

compares them with other references (for example 

Example 2, reference [4], Examples 3-6, references [30-

33]. However they are based on the final solution, I 

suggest adding comparison results for the algorithm 

performace, in term of number of iterations. 

In addition, since the final time can not be compared with 

other algorithms, please add a table showing the solution 

evolution over the time and the total simulation time for 

each example. (only example 1 and 2 provide some of 

this information). 

 

 

 
 
 
This information is not available in 
references. But we add them in all our 
computational at the Tables.  

Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

The paper has several typo mistakes, mainly lack of 

spaces, for example line 52, 83, 270, 172. Please revise 

them. 

 

 

The necessary corrections are done. You can see 

them in the revised paper. 
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