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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

In introduction section, the authors may give more explanation for the model of a laser 
pulsed- driven- single quantised. In place of summary they may include conclusion and 
future work and also some more reference papers. 
 

We thank the referees for their comments. 
In the revised version: 
1) We have corrected the typographical errors mentioned in the report. Also, 
consistent reference to the figures is done throughout the paper. 
2) We have added a third paragraph referring to additional physical realization 
of the single mode quantized HO with new references [5,6]. 
3) In the last section, 5, we have added the last paragraph about possible 
future extension of the present model, with addition of two references [8,9].  
 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The paper content was good. Authors clearly explained about single chirped Gaussian 
laser pulse model and also examined analytically and computationally.  
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