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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 
 

1. Authors are requested to check the duration of study. 
2. In abstract section it is not clear to me that the authors derived the exact 

solution for what? “where we derived the exact solution for by Laplace 
transformation method” 

3. Authors should highlight the final solution/equation/findings of their exact 
solution method. 

4. Authors should justify how it could be assumed as an “exact solution” 
without having any comparison of their results (method) with established 
data. 

5. Why pressure term is not considered throughout the study? 
6. Honestly, boundary condition part is not very clear to me. For example, what 

types of BC is applied near the wall (slip/no-slip) is not presented. 
7. Is the authors considered power low fluid throughout their study? 
8. The figure quality is very poor. It is very difficult to understand the axis title 

in some figures. 
9. Positions where data were taken is not clear. 
10. If the data presented in figures are in normalized/non-dimensional form, then 

it should be clearly indicated in axis tile/legends/figure cations etc. 
11. There was no validation of present numerical work. How it could be 

considered that the data presented here is efficient enough?   
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