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There are many couples of words in the text that are 

joined together. These words should be separated 

from each other.  

 

 

I appreciate your positive comments, in 

fact, I learned from you instructions; 

also, my desire is to learn from others.  

On the basis of your instructions: 

I rechecked the text and I tried to 

separate all collapsed words by spaces. 
Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

The Abstract and Introduction should be re-written in 

order to allow for non-expert scientists to clearly 

understand the aims and scopes of this work.  

 

 

 

 

I re-wrote specific part of the 

introduction in a way that to be suitable 

for a person who has a reasonable 

background in math and text processing 

to understand the aim and the scopes of 

this work.  

In fact, I can re-write them in very 

general terms to allow for non-expert 

scientists to clearly understand the aims 

and scopes of this work, but I am 

hesitated to do so in terms of 

underestimating   the manuscript.  
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