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Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

I found the paper interesting. However, the performance 

of the method was tested only in two (and not three, as 

stated in Section 4, line 91) very simple illustrative 

examples (two basic linear initial value problems). In my 

opinion the method should be tested in other general 

cases, such as nonlinear ordinary differential systems 

(y ∈ Rn). Otherwise it is not possible to conclude that the 

method will always perform better than the methods 

previously published in the literature. 

In summary, testing the performance of the method by 

applying it to solve, at least, a nonlinear initial value 

problem would be appreciated. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

The paper needs some corrections. Here are some 

examples: 

- equation (3) is not correct. Authors should have written 

y’’(x) instead of y(x); 

- [Section 4, line 91] authors stated that the efficiency of 

the method will be tested in three different problems, but 

only two problems are addressed; 

- [Section 4, line 97] Authors should have written 

“Example 1” instead of “Example 2”. 
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