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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
It seems to me that in Example 3.5 the last claim
"since sat(J_f) =0" should be changed into
"since sat(J_f) is not zero."

This comment is useful, I have modified the
statement.
In Example 3.5 the last claim "since sat(J_f) =0"

was changed into "since sat(J_f) is not zero."

Minor REVISION comments
Example 3.6 can be discarded as it is not relevant to the
subject of this paper.

I agree, Example 3.6 was discarded.

Optional/General comments


