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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 1. What are the test conditons?
2. Explain the meanings of the symbols such as 1-

CE-Diesel-27bTDC in Fig. 2.
3. What is the optimum injection timing for the

engine in Fig. 2?
4. Give more information about the reasons between

BTE and injection timings.
5. Compared the results in Fig. 2 and Fig. 3, it was

found that the BTEs are different at a given
injection timing and fuel, why?

6. What is the accuracy of the fuel flow meter?
7. I thank “the performance” should be a specific

parameter, for example, efficiency.
8. Heat release rates for different fuel are needed in

the first part of  the results and discussion.
9. I think the focus of this paper is on rejection

function when different fuels were used.  But few
were discussed.  In most cases, only results were
shown.
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