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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
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his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
1) In Abstract, “develop an improved crucible furnace” may be changed into 

“developing an improved crucible furnace”.  
2) “poor heat sources which contaminates” should be “poor heat sources which 

contaminate”. 
3) The paper is more like a proposal style. Consider modifying it into the standard 

format of a research paper. 
4) On line 314, the calculation is wrong. Line 318-321 needs to be corrected also. 
5) On line 673, “Pp 783-796” should be “pp 783-796”. 
6) The same correction is needed on line 661. 
7) The section “Discussion” is too short. 
8) The conclusion part can be modified to summarize the meaningful results. 
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