Dear Ms. Ruma Bag,

The academic editor has carefully reviewed the second revised manuscript. The review comments are summarized below:
1. This manuscript is structured around three methods—product analysis, process selection, and operation determination. From the perspectives of the reviewers and the Editor, these steps require clear justification and an explicit theoretical foundation. Although the authors state that “The final selection of these processes is guided by technical knowledge, practical experience and expert judgment to ensure that all manufacturing steps meet technical, economic and performance requirements,” the manuscript does not specify what technical knowledge was applied, what practical experience or expert judgment was incorporated, or how these informed the decision-making process.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Moreover, while the authors assert that all processes satisfy the stated technical, economic, and performance requirements, no detailed theoretical arguments or experimental evidence are provided to substantiate this claim. Much of the manuscript remains descriptive. The development of the initial concept, design procedures, and post-fabrication validation are not presented in a rigorous or systematic manner, and the study’s contributions are not clearly articulated. These concerns are consistent with the comments raised by all three reviewers.
2. A comparison between Revision 1 and Revision 2 shows no substantive changes. Therefore, based on the reviewers’ evaluations and the lack of meaningful improvement in the two revised versions, it is recommended that the manuscript be REJECTED. Substantial revisions are needed—particularly regarding the research scope, methodological justification and theoretical basis, and quantitative support for the results—before the manuscript can be reconsidered for submission.

