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PART 2: 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 Please be consistent with the barrier distance tested.  Itsaid 3 cm in Methodology, but 2.5 cm in the text.When referring to the previous work (for example, thework by Roser), please cite the source of original workdirectly, not another reference.Please provide Reference(s) for the results shown in Figs.2 and 3.Please provide the test condition for the results shown inFigure 8
Please substantiate the conclusion that was actuallydrawn from the present study from those published fromthe previous studies.For example, the first conclusion about the effect of thegap distance of the barrier on the breakdown voltagecould not be drawn from the present study as the presentstudy only considered a fixed gap length.Similarly, the last conclusion (which may seemreasonable) about the effect of hole size and location onthe breakdown could not possibly be drawn from andsupported by the present study from the same reason asabove.

3cm has been changed to 2.5cm in theMethodology as it is in the text.The original work has been referenced.
References have been provided for figs. 2 and 3
Test condition for results in figure 7 (previouslyfigure 8) is given in the “ExperimentalProcedures”.All tests carried out were not initially specifiedeither in the materials and methods, andexperimental procedures. Now it is clearlypresented and so that the conclusion is now inagreement with the tests carried out.
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Minor REVISION comments There are many typos found in the manuscript.  Theauthor needs to carefully proofread the manuscript.To name a few,- KV (or kv) should be kV- Position Point (in Table 1) should be Positive Point.
Typographical errors in the manuscript havebeen corrected in the manuscript.

Optional/General comments The author has presented an experimental study on theeffect of defected barrier on the breakdown voltage in airgap between needle point and plate electrodes.  Theexperiment was conducted for a fixed gap distance of 10cm and a barrier distance of 2.5 cm from the pointelectrode with both polarities.  While the results may beof great interest, many of them are just confirmation ofthe results previously published (particularly for thepositive discharge).  The main contribution of the presentwork is only on the effect of negative discharge, but theresults were quite limited to warrant its publication.  Inaddition, the paper is mostly focused on the review of thepast works.  The conclusions drawn are also mostly fromthe previous studies, not the present work.  Therefore,the manuscript is not recommended for publication in itspresent form.

The corrections have been made.


