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PART 1: Review Comments

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 this manuscript, author gives a comparison between the method of Boolean-equation
solving and the method of input-domain constraining for claiming their superiority over old | More references and a comparison table were added.
method. In the manuscript, author already raised the question “Why should we bother
revisit a problem that was really hot as back as half a century ago?” and this is a serious | The Conclusions Section was split into a Discussion Section and a
one. To address this, Conclusions Section.
1) Add relevant new publications in standard journals. Currently, 80% of the
references are author’s own papers.
2) As the main objective of this paper is ‘comparison’, a comparison table is
necessary to show the key findings of this work.
3) The conclusion part is lengthy and not precise. State your conclusions clearly and
concisely. Better to avoid sentences like “Our method used in [6]...” etc. in
conclusion.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

Needs Revision
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