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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 
 

 
 

1. Page 2, Line 1 should read “We investigate the …” 
2. Page 2, Line 10 should read “..quantised HO has been..” 
3. Page 2, Line 12 should read “..wavelet spectra were..” 
4. Page 6, the way that the figure was referred to must be clear and consistent 

all over the article. 
5. Page 15 should include the heading of “References”. 

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].  
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(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
 

 
 
 

As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper. 
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