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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. The research work is ok and has matter to publish as research paper, however, it is

NOT proofread (Sentence Framing is very poor). This correction should be done in the

revised manuscript.

2. The presentation part is very poor and need to be improved a lot before publication

3. The paper is too lengthy to read and difficult to understand. Large amount of

matter(About 60%) in the paper should  be edited.  It is reasonable if the paper

contains some 8-10 pages without loosing the content of the work. As per my

knowledge, it is possible edit an make paper more beautiful to read.

4. As conclusion part is heart of the paper and hence the author is requested to improve

the presentation style write the conclusion chapter point wise.

5. Description of 2K-V type reducer transmission principle is very poor and need refine a

lot and the sentences framing are difficult understand.

1. According to the reviewer's suggestion, the most sentences and

punctuation throughout the article has been Corrected,and highlighted it.

2. It has been identified as "1. Introduction" on the introduction topic

after the abstract and keywords,and highlighted it.

3. According to the reviewer's suggestion, the article has been modified.

4. The conclusion part has been modified.

5. 2K-V type reducer transmission principle is a very complicated

process, according to the reviewer's suggestion, I have made

improvements in this area.

Minor REVISION comments
1. Syntax errors are more and need to be corrected before publishing the paper to

improve the standards of the journal ( Lines 227 etc)

2. Author is requested follow the same style in references

3. Only limited number of references are quoted and requested to quote some more

recent reference related work.

4. Author is suggested not use I, we, our etc in research papers (lines 84, 88, 99)

1. According to the reviewer's suggestion, this part of the article has

been modified.

2. According to the reviewer's suggestion, the references have been

recompiled.

3. According to the reviewer's suggestion, more references have been

cited.

4. According to the reviewer's suggestion, I, we, our etc has been

deleted

Optional/General comments 1. Author is requested quote the references for the Material Properties shown in chapter

3.2

2. Author is requested increase the clarity of screen shots of the results. letters of the

screen shots are difficult to read

3. Table 2 framing is in-adequate

4. In Line 208, what is the meaning of Out?

5. In Conclusion chapter, The point 2 has to be corrected (line 281).

1. According to the reviewer's suggestion, the reference has been

added.

2. According to the reviewer's suggestion, the screen shots of the results

have been  adjusted, to make it clearer.

3. In Table 2, only the material properties I need are listed. Other

properties are not listed.

4. This is a mistake in my presentation, which has been modified.

5. According to the reviewer's suggestion, the point 2 has been

corrected.
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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)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? (If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) no


