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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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments   

Minor REVISION comments 

 
69-80 rows 
The cutting tools, the tools material and the tools 
geometry are very variable for the experiment. It will 
be better will explain more deeply this high number of 
parameters for the relevance of their study. 
147-152 rows 
In the experiment is not mentioned if a coolant system 
was used or not. Probably not. In an industrial 
production, a coolant system is a standard for the 
cutting process. We suggest to mention a possible 
influence of a coolant for the relevance of the study. 
234-242 rows 
Again, please be more specific that for the 3 path 
strategies was used the same tool, same work piece and 
same cutting parameters. It is also important the chip 
removal rate was the same in each test for roughing 
conditions, or the quality of surface and precision for 
the finishing condition. Please mention which was the 
case? 

 

The higher number of various milling cutters is 

appropriate regarding the experiment objective 

which is dynamic response of technological 

system (machinetool – cutting tool – workpiece) 

to dynamic load. The cutting tools are different 

in order to achieve various excitation forces 

while increasing spindle speed.  

 

The coolant was not used in the experiment due 

to the use of thermo-camera recording. 

Naturally,  the usage of coolant makes the 

interference temperature lower. 

 

The chip removal rate was different in case of  

trochoidal moving (the longer machining time).  

The measuring of roughness was only 

informative. The geometry and dimension 

precision was not evaluated. 

  

Optional/General comments   

 


