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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

*The topic  and the write up should state whether 
the study is on Steady State or Transient Heat 
Conduction (I am aware that the study is on steady 
state heat conduction, but it should be clearly 
stated) 
*The abstract should be revised 
*The steady state heat conduction equation was 
not included in the paper nor the equation for the 
conversion of the differential equation to an 
algebraic form 
*There is no rigorous mathematical background 
*Fig 1 was not referenced 
*Fig 2 is not clear – should be enlarged 
* which computer hardware was used – the 
configurations? 
*In Table 2, which solution points were used for th e 
results? 
*Fig 5 is distracting – it should down played and 
also Fig. 8 
*Fig 7 is not clear 
*The discussion of the results are scanty – the 
results should be adequately discussed 
*The results of the HFWMC could be compared with 
problems with known exact solution  
*The formatting of the references is poor – which 
system is used? 
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