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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	In my opinion, this paper contributes the existing knowledge. Similar work studies and technical report on telescopic conveyor have been produced by different authors in recent years 2012-2023. Abstract of this research article explores the design and analysis of telescopic conveyor systems, emphasizing their significance in modern material handling applications. However, design and analysis parts are not ample. Technical grounds are not seriously measured especially design and analysis. My suggestions are reported in their general comments. Author are advised to modify the small parts as of now recommended to pace the gravity of the article contention.  
The analyses works are not overhauled in the manuscript, simply quoting the other author reported well not work out for the same. I appreciate the manuscript but not the content; it needs some adaptation your own efforts how it was performed there?  Audience of scientific world community must know moment they read the paper how genuinely operational efficiency improves and reduce maintenance costs are performed? 

 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I think title could be changed little bit to make more suitable to the scientific audience. “Conceptual design of a telescopic conveyor system- A review” enlighten more appropriate. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	I think this is not comprehensive but single paragraph abstract and number of words 125 in section is appreciable.  Material handling, materials, design data are missing in keywords.  

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. Manuscript is scientifically correct as it facilitates the valuable information to the scientific audience. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Numbers of references are sufficient.  
There are 34 references listed in the reference section. Up to 9 references are available in the literature summery; rest 25 references are missing in the manuscript. What is the source of these references and where appropriately placed in the manuscript is not seriously measured.
Couples of references are not directly with the context. Author must curtail before executing and justify the publication paper norms. 

Full introduction section is without single reference. It is not necessary to put reference over there but seems the written section demands couple of appropriate references principally in 5 and 6 number paragraph in introduction section. 


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	English language written in the manuscript is up to the standard. Minimum grammatical errors are inside the manuscript. Language clarity is there throughout the text. 


	

	Optional/General comments


	General Overall Comment-

1. “Abstract:” must be replaced by “Abstract”. 

2. Four(4) keywords can be extended up to Six (6). 

3. Single paragraph abstract and number of words 125 in section is appreciable. 

4. In my opinion author can add one more word “material handling” and “design” in keywords section. 

5. This is my advice to replace “material selection” by “materials”. Author must understand the “materials selection” words are limited just 3 places while “materials” are substantially 12 times placed throughout the manuscript. 

6. Abstract write “This research paper explores the design and analysis of telescopic conveyor systems, emphasizing their significance in modern material handling applications” but design analysis are missing. 

7. Full introduction section is without single reference. It is not necessary to put reference over there but seems the written section demands couple of appropriate references principally in 5 and 6 number paragraph in introduction section. 

8. I understand caption” Figure 1: Conceptual Design of a Telescopic Conveyor System” recognized through proper reference number mention. 

9. Substantial numbers of references are given in reference section; however references are not quoted in the text. By seeing the reference list it advocates of at least two figures might be supportive for the manuscript.

10. There are 34 references listed in the reference section. Up to 9 references are available in the literature summery; rest 25 references are missing in the manuscript. What is the source of these references and where appropriately placed in the manuscript is not seriously measured.  

11.  Couples of references are not directly with the context. Author must curtail before executing and justify the publication paper norms. 

12.  Text written is basically a design fails for not writing paragraphs i;e short detail of telescopic conveyor missing with design analysis, critical parameters, design verification, design optimization, design modeling, static structural analysis, design implementation etc.  Illustrations with couple of details are required. Design consideration is just not enough to illustrate the weak and strong part of bulk material handling equipment review work.  

13. Deformation studies at least through design model and simulation  reports must add to justify the weight reduction optimization.  

14. Conclusions are unnecessarily lengthy without proper workout. Rather than results and discussion, interpretation, correlation, gap study and significance of work illustrated, conclusions are simply drawn on the literature basis. 

15.  Cost benefit analysis, maintenance study, efficiency measured and mechanical results conclusions drawn are no use. References are also missing which can approve partially the conclusions.

16.  21-34 reference in reference section finds design, scope of availability modeling, conveyor systems, belt conveyors, CAD systems etc. are missing in the text. 10-14 reference entails the book information used for the review; similarly 15-20 about the survey research is completely missing and are not in the manuscript. 

17.  English language written in the manuscript is up to the standard. Minimum grammatical errors are inside the manuscript.

18. Language clarity is there throughout the text.
19. “The study examines various research findings related to structural integrity, automation, material selection, and energy efficiency. Additionally, the paper highlights key technological advancements and their impact on optimizing conveyor performance in logistics, warehousing, and manufacturing industries” is quoted in the abstract. I understand this review article envisages the short communication, though part of the analysis works are not overhauled in the manuscript, just quoting the other author reported well not work out for the same. I appreciate the manuscript but not the content; it needs some adaptation your own efforts how it was performed there?  Audience of scientific world community must know moment they read the paper how genuinely operational efficiency improves and reduce maintenance costs are performed? 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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 detail)
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