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Minor REVISION comments

Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for
scholarly communications?

Optional/Generalcomments

The authors provides a good overview of the Python module's purpose, Python Based
Modelling of Logic Gates. However, it would benefit from more detail regarding the
specific logic gates implemented and the types of numerical problems used for
validation. The manuscript presents valuable findings, there are areas where additional
information and clarification would enhance its quality:

1. Please provide more detail on the methodology employed to verify the code's
accuracy. A brief description of the testing process and any benchmarks would
strengthen the abstract.

2. Including quantitative performance metrics, such as execution time or memory usage,
would offer a clearer understanding of the module's efficiency.

3. While the alignment with existing outcomes is acknowledged, a comparison with
other tools or modules in the literature would highlight the significance of your findings.
4. The statement about "minimal effort and errors" needs clarification. Does this pertain
to user errors, coding errors, or both? Providing examples of how errors were minimized
would improve the manuscript.

5. It would be helpful to discuss the potential applications of the Python module in
educational or practical contexts, as this would help readers appreciate its relevance
and utility.
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