Editor's Comment:

| have read through the package. Among the four reviewers, two of them have very negative comments
on the paper. The author's response to the reviewers' comments is not satisfying to me. The response
should be forwarded to the reviewers for further approval, but it was sent to me for final decision.

Generally, the quality of this paper is poor. The paper is lengthy, and there are only six references for a
paper of 37 pages. Also one of the reviewers claimed that the method used in this paper is similar to
existing works.

For me, | strongly suggest that the paper should be reduced to half its current length, and condenses the
major contributions. | read a few pages and found that | soon lose interest in it. It seems that the author
should distill the major contribution in more concise presentation.

| recommend accepting this paper as a brief paper. The author needs to condense the paper to half its
length or shorted.
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