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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. Author should re-write all parts of sections i.e. introduction, 

section 2 &4 in the light of manuscript, not same written in the 

paper entitled “A New Approach of Iteration Method for Solving 

Some Nonlinear Jerk Equations” By B. M. Ikramul Hague in journal 

Global Journal of Science Frontier Research Mathematics and 

Decision Sciences ,Volume 13 ,Issue 11, Version 1.0 ,Year 2013. 

2.  Author also should not give the above reference in the 

manuscript, kindly give the reason behind it. 

3. Author uses the same example in section 3 which is already uses 

the manuscript given in comment 1. Justify the answer in this 

regard. 

4.  If your solution given in section 3 is new, kindly know me how it 

is different from solution given in manuscript in comment 1. 

5. The author given the table in section 5 is same as given in 

manuscript in comment 1. Justify your answer. 

1. The Abstract, Introduction and physical discussion 
have been changed and improved.  

2. The mentioned reference has been introduced. 
3. In the previous article I had used only one 

particular Jerk functions xxxx &&&& − and the 

methodology was different. In this article, I have 

used two particular Jerk functions (i) xxxx &&&& −
and (ii)  xxx &&

23 +  to show a new approach of 

extended iteration procedure. 

4. The first example of my present article is same 

and methodology is different. But the results are 

almost similar. 

5. No, the results are not same; would you please 

see the modified  1T   and modified  2T  of both 

articles again? 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

The author has written same language in the paper which is 

already published in journal Global Journal of Science Frontier 

Research Mathematics and Decision Sciences ,Volume 13 ,Issue 11, 

Version 1.0 ,Year 2013 entitled “A New Approach of Iteration 

Method for Solving Some Nonlinear Jerk Equations” By B. M. 

Ikramul Haque. Also, author has not given reference of this above 

paper in their manuscript. 

The language has been changed. 

 


