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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 
 

 
 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Please explain the rationale of using only the EVLLS-2nd filter. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Thanks a lot for your valuable comments. 
 
After the first three experiments, where the results are represented in table 1, 
2, and 3, respectively, In order to improve the results of the proposed method, 
additional five filters were tested, and they are listed from a – e (line 168-176). 
LLS-2nd is one of them, the second one between the proposed five filters.  
So I found that using eigenvalue (EV) with this filter (LLS-2nd ) as (EVLLS-
2nd) improved the results for the database Yale face_B and the results 
presented in Table 5.  

Optional/General comments 
 

Few typo errors must be corrected. 
Presenting the Table 5 as graphic might enrich the paper 
 
 
 

 
I agree with you, but because there are just three results for each method, I 
think the table is clear enough to represent the results. 
 
P.S.: All corrections were highlighted in yellow in the origin text. 
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