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SDI Review Form 1.6
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) Definition 1.1 -> Theorem 1.1 ; 
Definition 2.2 -> Theorem 2.1 -> -- 
-> Lemma 2.5 (changed into {\bf 
Lemma 2.5}) ; Definition 3.1 -> 
Lemma 3.2 (changed into {\bf 
Lemma 3.2})

(2) P.104(+6), Lemma 2.6, 
(3) P.104(-5), Lemma 3.3 – Lemma 2.5, 

-- Definition 1.1 – Definition 1.1, we 
(4) P.107(+13), Lemma 2.5, 
(5)  The references are mixed up. 

Please, check the references. 
(6) P.100(-2), $n$-tuple 
(7) P.101(+12), in the complex plane 

$\mathbb{C}$.
(8) P.100(-5), in [1] is 

1. The definitions, theorems and lemma 
numbering has been done 
accordingly.

2. The Lemma 2.6 now reads Lemma 
2.10.

3. The required corrections on page 104 
have been done concerning the Lemmas 
and the definition 1.1.
4. The required corrections on the 
references have been done accordingly.
5. The typographical errors have been 
done with regards to the n-tuple.
 Thank you for the corrections.

Minor REVISION 
comments

Optional/General comments
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