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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (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.
	This paper brings some valuable insights to the world of farm equipment design and automation. It dives into kinematic studies using SolidWorks Motion Analysis to check out a disc-based transplanting setup for root-washed rice seedlings. Work like this is crucial for boosting the speed and accuracy of mechanized rice planting, making sure those little plants end up exactly where they need to be. It's a great resource for engineers and researchers tinkering with mechanical designs, ag robotics, or CAD tools for motion simulations.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is clear and technically accurate.
	

	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.


	The abstract is well-structured and comprehensive, effectively summarizing the study's purpose, methodology, and significance, while clearly highlighting the use of SolidWorks for motion simulation and the key parameters analyzed. That said, it could benefit from more explicit details on the results and implications, as it currently wraps up too suddenly with just a description of the methods. A good suggestion would be to add 1–2 sentences that outline the main findings—like specific displacement values, angular velocity trends, and mechanism validation—along with a quick note on how these insights could improve mechanized transplanting in practice. Overall, the abstract does a solid job laying out what the study aimed to do, how it was carried out, and why it matters, especially with its clear nod to SolidWorks simulations and the metrics examined. But it feels a bit cut off at the end, focusing too much on the approach without diving into what was actually discovered or what it means in the real world. I'd recommend slipping in a couple of lines to highlight the big takeaways, such as the measured displacements, how angles changed over time, and how the setup was verified, plus a mention of how this could make automated planting machines work better and more efficiently.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound and methodologically correct. The use of SolidWorks Motion Analysis for kinematic evaluation is appropriate, and the results are logically interpreted. Nevertheless, the paper would benefit from quantitative validation against analytical or experimental results for completeness, as well as more explicit error analysis or discussion comparing numerical and analytical outcomes. These additions would enhance the rigor of the conclusions. Overall, your paper looks solid in terms of science and methods—it makes good sense to use SolidWorks for checking the movements, and you've straightforwardly explained the findings. That said, it'd be even stronger if you added some real-world checks, like comparing your numbers to hands-on experiments or math-based predictions, and dove a bit deeper into potential errors or how your computer results stack up against the theoretical ones. Throwing those in would really tighten up your final takeaways and make everything feel more rock-solid
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references provided are generally adequate and pertinent, encompassing both foundational and contemporary publications on kinematic analysis and mechanism design. Incorporating recent studies, such as those by Soriano-Heras et al. (2025) and Wang et al. (2022), reflects a solid grasp of the latest developments in the field. That said, to provide even more comprehensive context, it might be beneficial to include additional recent research from 2020 to 2024 on agricultural mechanization, particularly those emphasizing CAD-based or simulation-supported designs for transplanting or seeding mechanisms. Overall, your list of sources looks pretty solid—they cover a nice mix of older classics and newer stuff on things like kinematic analysis and designing mechanisms. It's great that you've included some fresh ones, like the work from Soriano-Heras and their team in 2025, or Wang's group back in 2022, showing you're tuned into what's happening now. But if you want to round things out a bit more, I'd suggest tossing in a couple of extra studies from the last few years (say, 2020 to 2024) that dive into agricultural machinery, especially ones using CAD tools or simulations for building transplanting or seeding setups that could give your work an even broader, more up-to-date feel.
	

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


	The English language quality in the manuscript is generally suitable for scholarly communication, featuring a formal tone and accurate technical vocabulary, though minor grammatical and stylistic issues exist, such as some long and repetitive sentences that could be shortened for better clarity, inconsistencies in capitalization like “SolidWorks Premium Software - 2023,” and minor typos including “satisfed” which should be corrected to “satisfied” and “Soild Works” to “SolidWorks.” A light professional proofreading would make the manuscript ready for publication. Overall, the writing in this piece is pretty solid for academic stuff—it keeps a professional vibe and nails the technical terms. That said, there are a few small hiccups with grammar and style: some sentences drag on a bit too long or repeat ideas, so trimming them would make things clearer; keep capitalization consistent, like with “Solid-Works Premium Software - 2023”; and fix those little spelling slips, such as changing “satisfed” to “satisfied” and “Soild Works” to “SolidWorks.” Just a quick once-over by a pro editor, and it'll be all set to publish.
	

	
	
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The figures work well with the content, but it'd be great if the captions dove a bit deeper into what they're showing—like describing the specific movements or boundaries involved.

· It might help to throw in a simple diagram outlining the step-by-step analytical process, or even a table that stacks up the analytical results against the numerical ones for easy comparison.

· The conclusion nicely ties up the key takeaways, but you could spice it up by mentioning some next steps, like building and testing a prototype or checking things out in real-world settings.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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