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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 

 

Abstract of manuscript is not sufficiently reliable. It does 

not contain a short description of the methods used, 

results achieved and a brief conclusion. I can recommend 

to the authors to add one or two keywords. Otherwise, 

except for some formal shortcomings, this manuscript is 

interesting in terms of its content and entirely 

appropriate for publication in the journal. 

The abstract was rewritten and improved in the 

description of the methods used and proposed in 

the manuscript. Two more keywords were 

added. Thank you for your fruitful insights and 

corrections. We greatly appreciate your review 

of our paper.  

Minor REVISION comments 

 

No formula are numbered, sources used are missing 

below the figures, for example: “Source: own research”. I 

can recommend to separate better what is the author's 

own contribution, and what the author has taken from 

other sources. Unnecessary gap is between the text of 

this manuscript and references. Otherwise, the paper 

looks very nice and it is obvious that the text of the paper 

is written in a mathematical editor, probably in LaTeX. 

 

The most important formulas were numbered. 

The sources below the figures were partially 

changed. Contribution  author's is mentioned in 

page 110 (in yellow color) before the application. 

Some gaps inside manuscript were edited.  The 

text of the paper was written in LaTeX. The 

LaTeX files are attached to the editing of the 

manuscript. All corrections inside the 

manuscript were highlighted in yellow. Thank 

you for your fruitful insights and corrections. We   

greatly appreciate your review of our paper.  
Optional/General comments 

 

  

 

 

 

 


