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Recommendation? 
Major revision is needed (please make suggestions in comments) 
 
Comments to the Author(s) 
I think this is a really interesting paper with a novel simplified approach to understanding and 
optimising the embolisation process. The discussion regarding the overtake of one discontinuity 
by another and optimal approach seem very insightful. However, I think some revisions are 
required and some concerns need to be addressed before I would be happy to recommend 
publication. 
 
comments/suggestions:  
 
the paper is poorly written in some places and as a result the reasoning remains somewhat 
unclear (particularly section 4 and section 7). 
 
The authors quite rightly acknowledge at the end of section 8 that more detailed studies are 
required that include aspects such as embolic agent behaviour, spatial characteristics of AVM, 
blood rheology and wall properties. My feeling though is that some of this should be mentioned 
in the introduction - particularly concerning what is assumed regarding how blood and different 
embolic agents interact and if that is realistic for embolic agents in use. 
 
I am marginally unconvinced regarding removing the cardiac cycle effect given the typical 
timescale of injection and the possible large fluctuations in pressure and flow rate so perhaps 
some further comment on that is necessary. 
 
The explanation regarding the incoming blood concentration in equations (6) and (7) is unclear - 
please rewrite and explain better. 
 
Equation (13) - should this have a 1/L in front of the integral? 
 
Equation (14) - I am a little concerned about the following comment below this equation: "if on 
some interval k_b is a zero value then the conductivity G(t) is considered equal to zero" - could 
this be troubling from a grid dependence perspective? My point is that perhaps during/after the 
process a very thin region may be become completely occluded in the model but this region is 
highly unlikely to remain stable post surgery and will be considered a failed embolisation.  
 
Section 7 - I found section 7.1 incredibly unclear and difficult to follow - please rewrite. In the first 
paragraph of p14 please just explain better (or properly highlight in the figure) the line where 
t*=0. In the second paragraph what is the purple area? And what do you mean by "obvious 
medical condition" (line 21 p 14)? i understand T cannot be zero but I am missing something? 
 
Figure 6 -The solid contour lines that go from the origin to near the corner point of the 60% 
contour line display very significant wiggling - is this a problem with the numerics? An 
explanation should be mentioned in the text. 
 
 
 

Decision letter (RSOS-191992.R0) 
 
18-Mar-2020 
 
Dear Dr Cherevko, 
 
The editors assigned to your paper ("Modeling of the arteriovenous malformation embolization 
optimal scenario") have now received comments from reviewers.  We would like you to revise 
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your paper in accordance with the referee and Associate Editor suggestions which can be found 
below (not including confidential reports to the Editor). Please note this decision does not 
guarantee eventual acceptance. 
 
Please submit a copy of your revised paper before 10-Apr-2020. Please note that the revision 
deadline will expire at 00.00am on this date. If we do not hear from you within this time then it 
will be assumed that the paper has been withdrawn. In exceptional circumstances, extensions 
may be possible if agreed with the Editorial Office in advance. We do not allow multiple rounds 
of revision so we urge you to make every effort to fully address all of the comments at this stage.  
If deemed necessary by the Editors, your manuscript will be sent back to one or more of the 
original reviewers for assessment. If the original reviewers are not available, we may invite new 
reviewers. 
 
To revise your manuscript, log into http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/rsos and enter your 
Author Centre, where you will find your manuscript title listed under "Manuscripts with 
Decisions." Under "Actions," click on "Create a Revision." Your manuscript number has been 
appended to denote a revision. Revise your manuscript and upload a new version through your 
Author Centre. 
 
When submitting your revised manuscript, you must respond to the comments made by the 
referees and upload a file "Response to Referees" in "Section 6 - File Upload". Please use this to 
document how you have responded to the comments, and the adjustments you have made. In 
order to expedite the processing of the revised manuscript, please be as specific as possible in 
your response. 
 
In addition to addressing all of the reviewers' and editor's comments please also ensure that your 
revised manuscript contains the following sections as appropriate before the reference list: 
 
• Ethics statement (if applicable) 
If your study uses humans or animals please include details of the ethical approval received, 
including the name of the committee that granted approval. For human studies please also detail 
whether informed consent was obtained. For field studies on animals please include details of all 
permissions, licences and/or approvals granted to carry out the fieldwork. 
 
• Data accessibility 
It is a condition of publication that all supporting data are made available either as 
supplementary information or preferably in a suitable permanent repository. The data 
accessibility section should state where the article's supporting data can be accessed. This section 
should also include details, where possible of where to access other relevant research materials 
such as statistical tools, protocols, software etc can be accessed. If the data have been deposited in 
an external repository this section should list the database, accession number and link to the DOI 
for all data from the article that have been made publicly available. Data sets that have been 
deposited in an external repository and have a DOI should also be appropriately cited in the 
manuscript and included in the reference list. 
 
If you wish to submit your supporting data or code to Dryad (http://datadryad.org/), or modify 
your current submission to dryad, please use the following link: 
http://datadryad.org/submit?journalID=RSOS&manu=RSOS-191992 
 
• Competing interests 
Please declare any financial or non-financial competing interests, or state that you have no 
competing interests. 
 
• Authors’ contributions 
All submissions, other than those with a single author, must include an Authors’ Contributions 
section which individually lists the specific contribution of each author. The list of Authors 
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should meet all of the following criteria; 1) substantial contributions to conception and design, or 
acquisition of data, or analysis and interpretation of data; 2) drafting the article or revising it 
critically for important intellectual content; and 3) final approval of the version to be published. 
 
All contributors who do not meet all of these criteria should be included in the 
acknowledgements. 
 
We suggest the following format: 
AB carried out the molecular lab work, participated in data analysis, carried out sequence 
alignments, participated in the design of the study and drafted the manuscript; CD carried out 
the statistical analyses; EF collected field data; GH conceived of the study, designed the study, 
coordinated the study and helped draft the manuscript. All authors gave final approval for 
publication. 
 
• Acknowledgements 
Please acknowledge anyone who contributed to the study but did not meet the authorship 
criteria. 
 
• Funding statement 
Please list the source of funding for each author. 
 
Once again, thank you for submitting your manuscript to Royal Society Open Science and I look 
forward to receiving your revision. If you have any questions at all, please do not hesitate to get 
in touch. 
 
Kind regards, 
Anita Kristiansen  
Editorial Coordinator  
 
Royal Society Open Science 
openscience@royalsociety.org 
 
on behalf of Dr Oliver Jensen (Associate Editor) and Mark Chaplain (Subject Editor) 
openscience@royalsociety.org 
 
 
Associate Editor's comments (Dr Oliver Jensen): 
Comments to the Author: 
Please revise your paper in line with the comments from the reviewer, being careful to address 
every point in full.  There are elements of the presentation that are unclear, where further 
explanation would be helpful, as the reviewer has indicated.  In addition, there are some aspects 
of the writing that could be clarified.  Specifically, "nidus" will be an unfamiliar term to most 
readers that needs explanation when it is introduced, "eloquent" (page 2) seems inappropriate, as 
does "high request" (page 2) and "income" (page 14).  Please ensure that the physical assumptions 
underlying the transport equation (1) are explained fully, perhaps by presenting the underlying 
model using physical time, and define clearly the "energy" of the flow (page 7).  Finally, retitle 
Section 8 as "Discussion," as results have been presented previously.  
 
 
Reviewers' Comments to Author: 
Reviewer: 1 
 
Comments to the Author(s) 
I think this is a really interesting paper with a novel simplified approach to understanding and 
optimising the embolisation process. The discussion regarding the overtake of one discontinuity 
by another and optimal approach seem very insightful. However, I think some revisions are 
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required and some concerns need to be addressed before I would be happy to recommend 
publication. 
 
comments/suggestions:  
 
the paper is poorly written in some places and as a result the reasoning remains somewhat 
unclear (particularly section 4 and section 7). 
 
The authors quite rightly acknowledge at the end of section 8 that more detailed studies are 
required that include aspects such as embolic agent behaviour, spatial characteristics of AVM, 
blood rheology and wall properties. My feeling though is that some of this should be mentioned 
in the introduction - particularly concerning what is assumed regarding how blood and different 
embolic agents interact and if that is realistic for embolic agents in use. 
 
I am marginally unconvinced regarding removing the cardiac cycle effect given the typical 
timescale of injection and the possible large fluctuations in pressure and flow rate so perhaps 
some further comment on that is necessary. 
 
The explanation regarding the incoming blood concentration in equations (6) and (7) is unclear - 
please rewrite and explain better. 
 
Equation (13) - should this have a 1/L in front of the integral? 
 
Equation (14) - I am a little concerned about the following comment below this equation: "if on 
some interval k_b is a zero value then the conductivity G(t) is considered equal to zero" - could 
this be troubling from a grid dependence perspective? My point is that perhaps during/after the 
process a very thin region may be become completely occluded in the model but this region is 
highly unlikely to remain stable post surgery and will be considered a failed embolisation.  
 
Section 7 - I found section 7.1 incredibly unclear and difficult to follow - please rewrite. In the first 
paragraph of p14 please just explain better (or properly highlight in the figure) the line where 
t*=0. In the second paragraph what is the purple area? And what do you mean by "obvious 
medical condition" (line 21 p 14)? i understand T cannot be zero but I am missing something? 
 
Figure 6 -The solid contour lines that go from the origin to near the corner point of the 60% 
contour line display very significant wiggling - is this a problem with the numerics? An 
explanation should be mentioned in the text. 
 
 
 

Author's Response to Decision Letter for (RSOS-191992.R0) 
 
See Appendix A. 
 
 
 

RSOS-191992.R1 (Revision) 
 
Review form: Reviewer 1 
 
Is the manuscript scientifically sound in its present form? 
Yes 
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Are the interpretations and conclusions justified by the results? 
Yes 
 
Is the language acceptable? 
No 
 
Do you have any ethical concerns with this paper? 
No 
 
Have you any concerns about statistical analyses in this paper? 
No 
 
Recommendation? 
Accept with minor revision (please list in comments) 
 
Comments to the Author(s) 
The authors have addressed the majority of my comments and so I am happy to recommend 
publication provided the language is improved. I cannot list all potential typos/errors but here 
are some examples/suggestions: 
 
using "than" instead of "then" 
 
Just above equation (1) "Denote local.... " -> "We denote the local... " 
 
Just above equation (2) " Under this assumptions..." 
 
Missing articles throughout 
for example - just above equation (7) ", determined by operation strategy" .... "determined by the 
chosen clinicail/embolisation strategy" 
 
 
 

Decision letter (RSOS-191992.R1) 
 
We hope you are keeping well at this difficult and unusual time. We continue to value your 
support of the journal in these challenging circumstances. If Royal Society Open Science can assist 
you at all, please don't hesitate to let us know at the email address below. 
 
Dear Dr Cherevko, 
 
On behalf of the Editors, I am pleased to inform you that your Manuscript RSOS-191992.R1 
entitled "Modeling of the arteriovenous malformation embolization optimal scenario" has been 
accepted for publication in Royal Society Open Science subject to minor revision in accordance 
with the referee suggestions.  Please find the referees' comments at the end of this email. 
 
The reviewers and Subject Editor have recommended publication, but also suggest some minor 
revisions to your manuscript.  Therefore, I invite you to respond to the comments and revise your 
manuscript. 
 
• Ethics statement 
If your study uses humans or animals please include details of the ethical approval received, 
including the name of the committee that granted approval. For human studies please also detail 
whether informed consent was obtained. For field studies on animals please include details of all 
permissions, licences and/or approvals granted to carry out the fieldwork. 
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• Data accessibility 
It is a condition of publication that all supporting data are made available either as 
supplementary information or preferably in a suitable permanent repository. The data 
accessibility section should state where the article's supporting data can be accessed. This section 
should also include details, where possible of where to access other relevant research materials 
such as statistical tools, protocols, software etc can be accessed. If the data has been deposited in 
an external repository this section should list the database, accession number and link to the DOI 
for all data from the article that has been made publicly available. Data sets that have been 
deposited in an external repository and have a DOI should also be appropriately cited in the 
manuscript and included in the reference list. 
 
If you wish to submit your supporting data or code to Dryad (http://datadryad.org/), or modify 
your current submission to dryad, please use the following link: 
http://datadryad.org/submit?journalID=RSOS&manu=RSOS-191992.R1 
 
• Competing interests 
Please declare any financial or non-financial competing interests, or state that you have no 
competing interests. 
 
• Authors’ contributions 
All submissions, other than those with a single author, must include an Authors’ Contributions 
section which individually lists the specific contribution of each author. The list of Authors 
should meet all of the following criteria; 1) substantial contributions to conception and design, or 
acquisition of data, or analysis and interpretation of data; 2) drafting the article or revising it 
critically for important intellectual content; and 3) final approval of the version to be published. 
 
All contributors who do not meet all of these criteria should be included in the 
acknowledgements. 
 
We suggest the following format: 
AB carried out the molecular lab work, participated in data analysis, carried out sequence 
alignments, participated in the design of the study and drafted the manuscript; CD carried out 
the statistical analyses; EF collected field data; GH conceived of the study, designed the study, 
coordinated the study and helped draft the manuscript. All authors gave final approval for 
publication. 
 
• Acknowledgements 
Please acknowledge anyone who contributed to the study but did not meet the authorship 
criteria. 
 
• Funding statement 
Please list the source of funding for each author. 
 
Please note that we cannot publish your manuscript without these end statements included. We 
have included a screenshot example of the end statements for reference. If you feel that a given 
heading is not relevant to your paper, please nevertheless include the heading and explicitly state 
that it is not relevant to your work. 
 
Because the schedule for publication is very tight, it is a condition of publication that you submit 
the revised version of your manuscript before  28-Jun-2020. Please note that the revision deadline 
will expire at 00.00am on this date. If you do not think you will be able to meet this date please let 
me know immediately. 
 
To revise your manuscript, log into https://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/rsos and enter your 
Author Centre, where you will find your manuscript title listed under "Manuscripts with 
Decisions". Under "Actions," click on "Create a Revision."  You will be unable to make your 
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revisions on the originally submitted version of the manuscript.  Instead, revise your manuscript 
and upload a new version through your Author Centre. 
 
When submitting your revised manuscript, you will be able to respond to the comments made by 
the referees and upload a file "Response to Referees" in "Section 6 - File Upload".  You can use this 
to document any changes you make to the original manuscript.  In order to expedite the 
processing of the revised manuscript, please be as specific as possible in your response to the 
referees. 
 
When uploading your revised files please make sure that you have: 
 
1) A text file of the manuscript (tex, txt, rtf, docx or doc), references, tables (including captions) 
and figure captions. Do not upload a PDF as your "Main Document". 
2) A separate electronic file of each figure (EPS or print-quality PDF preferred (either format 
should be produced directly from original creation package), or original software format) 
3) Included a 100 word media summary of your paper when requested at submission.  Please 
ensure you have entered correct contact details (email, institution and telephone) in your user 
account 
4) Included the raw data to support the claims made in your paper.  You can either include your 
data as electronic supplementary material or upload to a repository and include the relevant doi 
within your manuscript 
5) All supplementary materials accompanying an accepted article will be treated as in their final 
form. Note that the Royal Society will neither edit nor typeset supplementary material and it will 
be hosted as provided. Please ensure that the supplementary material includes the paper details 
where possible (authors, article title, journal name). 
 
Supplementary files will be published alongside the paper on the journal website and posted on 
the online figshare repository (https://figshare.com). The heading and legend provided for each 
supplementary file during the submission process will be used to create the figshare page, so 
please ensure these are accurate and informative so that your files can be found in searches. Files 
on figshare will be made available approximately one week before the accompanying article so 
that the supplementary material can be attributed a unique DOI. 
 
Once again, thank you for submitting your manuscript to Royal Society Open Science and I look 
forward to receiving your revision. If you have any questions at all, please do not hesitate to get 
in touch. 
 
Kind regards, 
Lianne Parkhouse 
Editorial Coordinator  
Royal Society Open Science 
openscience@royalsociety.org 
 
on behalf of Dr Oliver Jensen (Associate Editor) and Mark Chaplain (Subject Editor) 
openscience@royalsociety.org 
 
Associate Editor Comments to Author (Dr Oliver Jensen): 
 
Please ensure that remaining grammatical errors are fixed.  The referee has identified a handful of 
them but there are others that need to be addressed also. 
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Reviewer comments to Author: 
 
Reviewer: 1 
Comments to the Author(s) 
 
The authors have addressed the majority of my comments and so I am happy to recommend 
publication provided the language is improved. I cannot list all potential typos/errors but here 
are some examples/suggestions: 
 
using "than" instead of "then" 
 
Just above equation (1) "Denote local.... " -> "We denote the local... " 
 
Just above equation (2) " Under this assumptions..." 
 
Missing articles throughout 
for example - just above equation (7) ", determined by operation strategy" .... "determined by the 
chosen clinicail/embolisation strategy" 
 
 
 
 

Author's Response to Decision Letter for (RSOS-191992.R1) 
 
See Appendix B. 
 
 
 

Decision letter (RSOS-191992.R2) 
 
We hope you are keeping well at this difficult and unusual time. We continue to value your 
support of the journal in these challenging circumstances. If Royal Society Open Science can assist 
you at all, please don't hesitate to let us know at the email address below. 
 
Dear Dr Cherevko, 
 
It is a pleasure to accept your manuscript entitled "Modeling of the arteriovenous malformation 
embolization optimal scenario" in its current form for publication in Royal Society Open Science.   
 
You can expect to receive a proof of your article in the near future. Please contact the editorial 
office (openscience_proofs@royalsociety.org) and the production office 
(openscience@royalsociety.org) to let us know if you are likely to be away from e-mail contact -- if 
you are going to be away, please nominate a co-author (if available) to manage the proofing 
process, and ensure they are copied into your email to the journal. 
 
We note that the following email address appears to be incorrect: ostapenko@hydro.nsc.ru 
 
Please check this for your co-authors, and kindly respond to this email with the correct email 
address for this author.   
 
Due to rapid publication and an extremely tight schedule, if comments are not received, your 
paper may experience a delay in publication. Royal Society Open Science operates under a 
continuous publication model. Your article will be published straight into the next open issue and 
this will be the final version of the paper. As such, it can be cited immediately by other 



 10 

researchers. As the issue version of your paper will be the only version to be published I would 
advise you to check your proofs thoroughly as changes cannot be made once the paper is 
published. 
 
Please see the Royal Society Publishing guidance on how you may share your accepted author 
manuscript at https://royalsociety.org/journals/ethics-policies/media-embargo/. 
 
Thank you for your fine contribution. On behalf of the Editors of Royal Society Open Science, we 
look forward to your continued contributions to the Journal. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Lianne Parkhouse 
Editorial Coordinator  
Royal Society Open Science 
openscience@royalsociety.org 
 
on behalf of Dr Oliver Jensen (Associate Editor) and Mark Chaplain (Subject Editor) 
openscience@royalsociety.org 
 
 
Follow Royal Society Publishing on Twitter: @RSocPublishing 
Follow Royal Society Publishing on Facebook: 
https://www.facebook.com/RoyalSocietyPublishing.FanPage/ 
Read Royal Society Publishing's blog: https://blogs.royalsociety.org/publishing/ 
 
 
 
 



Associate Editor's comments (Dr Oliver Jensen): 

Comments to the Author: 

Please revise your paper in line with the comments from the reviewer, being careful to address every 

point in full.  There are elements of the presentation that are unclear, where further explanation would 

be helpful, as the reviewer has indicated.  In addition, there are some aspects of the writing that could be 

clarified.   

Dr Oliver Jensen: Specifically, "nidus" will be an unfamiliar term to most readers that needs explanation 

when it is introduced,  

Authors: Authors explained the word "nidus" in introduction. 

Dr Oliver Jensen: "eloquent" (page 2) seems inappropriate, as does "high request" (page 2) and "income" 

(page 14).  

Authors: The part of the article with these words was reviewed. 

Dr Oliver Jensen:  Please ensure that the physical assumptions underlying the transport equation (1) are 

explained fully, perhaps by presenting the underlying model using physical time, and define clearly the 

"energy" of the flow (page 7).  

Authors: In the revision equation in physical terms is given before the transition to simplified form of 

equation in modified time is explained in detail. (page 4) 

Formulas and explanations defining energy of the flow are added to section 5 (now page 8). 

Dr Oliver Jensen:  Finally, retitle Section 8 as "Discussion," as results have been presented previously. 

Authors: Done. 

Reviewers'(R) Comments to Author(A):  

R: the paper is poorly written in some places and as a result the reasoning remains somewhat unclear 

(particularly section 4 and section 7).  

Authors: For better understanding of the article, the authors have slightly changed chapters 4 and 7. 

R: The authors quite rightly acknowledge at the end of section 8 that more detailed studies are required 

that include aspects such as embolic agent behavior, spatial characteristics of AVM, blood rheology and 

wall properties. My feeling though is that some of this should be mentioned in the introduction - 

particularly concerning what is assumed regarding how blood and different embolic agents interact and 

if that is realistic for embolic agents in use.  

Authors: All assumptions made by authors are presented in the Introduction of the revised article. 

Constructed model is quite simplified and considers main feature of blood and embolic agent interaction 

as Newtonian liquids with constant viscosities. On this stage the model neglects other interaction 

mechanisms. 

Appendix A



 

R: I am marginally unconvinced regarding removing the cardiac cycle effect given the typical timescale of 

injection and the possible large fluctuations in pressure and flow rate so perhaps some further comment 

on that is necessary.  

Authors: For various cardiac cycle types with different forms of volumetric flow rate transition to 

modified time allows to get a same equation with unit volumetric flow rate. Inverse time modification 

leads to the solution of equation corresponding to physical time-flow relation. Moreover, according to 

authors’ observations during neurosurgical operations, pressure and blood flow fluctuations during the 

cardiac cycle do not cause significant changes of geometrical AVM parameters. 

 

R: The explanation regarding the incoming blood concentration in equations (6) and (7) is unclear - 

please rewrite and explain better.  

Authors: Now equations (6), (7) are (7), (8). The indicated fragment was rewritten for clarification. 

 

R: Equation (13) - should this have a 1/L in front of the integral?  

Authors: In equation (14) (previously (13)) function 𝑅(𝑡, 𝑥) is a local unit resistance. Thus multiplier 1/𝐿 

is excess that is clarified in the text. 

 

R: Equation (14) - I am a little concerned about the following comment below this equation: "if on some 

interval k_b is a zero value then the conductivity G(t) is considered equal to zero" - could this be troubling 

from a grid dependence perspective? My point is that perhaps during/after the process a very thin region 

may be become completely occluded in the model but this region is highly unlikely to remain stable post 

surgery and will be considered a failed embolisation.  

Authors: Typical AVM size is several centimeters. During numerical calculations 200 evenly distributed in 

length points are used. Thus, spatial resolution is fractions of millimeter which is enough for grid 

convergence and, in our opinion, is quiet enough for embolization process description. If such a thin 

region occurs, it will not be stable in the model and breaks up starting from the leading edge due to 

Oleinik-Liu condition, similarly to situation shown on figures 3 and 4 (centered rarefaction wave 

adjacent to right gap to the left). 

 

R: Section 7 - I found section 7.1 incredibly unclear and difficult to follow - please rewrite. In the first 

paragraph of p14 please just explain better (or properly highlight in the figure) the line where t*=0. In 

the second paragraph what is the purple area? And what do you mean by "obvious medical condition" 

(line 21 p 14)? i understand T cannot be zero but I am missing something?  

Authors: This fragment has been completely rewritten in order to clarify the presentation of material. 

Line where t*=0 corresponds to the discontinuous embolization mode (formula (21)) and in the figure it 

is the boundary of the region under consideration (bisector of parameter plane T-𝑡1). We changed the 

name of the area from blue to purple, which is more consistent with the color of this area in the picture. 

The only constraint implied by "obvious medical condition" is T>0. 

 



R: Figure 6 -The solid contour lines that go from the origin to near the corner point of the 60% contour 

line display very significant wiggling - is this a problem with the numerics? An explanation should be 

mentioned in the text. 

Authors: Blood conductivity level lines are shown in solid lines and their wiggling is caused by mesh data 

interpolation. It is mentioned in the revision. 









































Associate Editor Comments to Author (Dr Oliver Jensen): 

Please ensure that remaining grammatical errors are fixed.  The referee has identified a handful of them but 

there are others that need to be addressed also.  

Reviewer comments to Author: 

Reviewer: 1  

Comments to the Author(s) 

The authors have addressed the majority of my comments and so I am happy to recommend publication 

provided the language is improved. I cannot list all potential typos/errors but here are some 

examples/suggestions:  

using "than" instead of "then" 

Just above equation (1) "Denote local.... " -> "We denote the local... " 

Just above equation (2) " Under this assumptions..." 

Missing articles throughout 

for example - just above equation (7) ", determined by operation strategy" .... "determined by the chosen 

clinicail/embolisation strategy" 

Dear Dr Oliver Jensen, 

We are very grateful for your work and comments given. We did our best to fix the remaining 

grammatical errors and typos. We also ask you to pass our thanks to the referee, whose 

informative comments have significantly improved our article. 

Kind regards, authors 

Appendix B


