Dear reviewers:
	Thank you for your comments on our manuscript entitled “Design, Analysis and Experiments of Bionic Hexapod Robot with Six-link Legs for High Dynamic Locomotion” (Manuscript ID: micromachines-1837387). We have carefully revised the manuscript according to the reviewers’ comments. Based on the suggestions, we have made an extensive modification on the revised manuscript. The reviewers’ comments are laid out below in italicized font and specific concern shave been numbered. Our responses are given in red font.

Response to Reviewer 1’s Comments
Point1：I was not able to find reference 19 and was therefore unable to determine whether this is the case, but if this is the first robot comparing a tripod to a bipod gait based on the analysis in Ramdya et al. 2017, the authors could make a stronger claim about the contribution from using a robot to test this bipod gait in direct comparison to the more commonly used tripod gait.  This is a contribution that is useful not just for robots with the specific morphology of a round-ish hexapod, but might also be useful for other morphologies of legged robots, such as rectangular hexapods like RHex-family robots or potentially even quadrupedal robots like the Stanford Doggo if the reader can do a little work to figure out how to apply this insight. As a reader who has developed gaits for existing robots with both 4 and 6 legs to adapt them for new tasks, this kind of information about the stability-speed trade-off would have been very interesting to me when I was doing my initial literature review to come up with ideas and see what other people had already discovered on the topic. Giving a little more emphasis to the contribution of comparing the two gaits earlier on in the paper might help expand your readership to include people who are adapting existing robots for new tasks as well as people who are interested in building new robots using your leg mechanism.  

Response1: Thank you for your suggestions! Regarding reference 19, we have carefully thought about it and decided to delete it and add new references 25-27 to complement the description and application of the pentapod gait for robots, which are modified in line 56 of the article. We strongly agree with this suggestion for the application of different gaits to different robots, and we have added the descriptions in lines 61 to 74 of the article.

Point2：In Fig. 18, the titles for the two plots are the same. The (b) plot should have "bipod" in the title instead of "tripod." Fig. 19 should also have "tripod" and "bipod" mentioned in the titles of the plots.

Response2: Thank you for pointing out the mistakes, we have corrected it.


Response to Reviewer 2’s Comments
Point1：The introduction needs further improvements by a thorough survey of (1) existing typical legged robots (particularly in Hexapods) with linkage-based leg designs, (2) typical gaits of Hexapods with particular focus on related gaits used in this work;

Response1: Thank you for your suggestion! In "Introduction", we want to highlight the fact that the leg mechanism we designed has the ability to improve the dynamic motion of the robot as mentioned in the article, so the article lists two traditional methods of improving dynamic motion and analyzes their advantages and disadvantages (lines 32 to 42), and based on these aspects we designed this linkage mechanism to solve the above problems. Therefore, the authors do not consider it necessary to compare with a hexapod robot with linkage-based leg design. For the typical gait of a hexapod, we have added references 19-28 in lines 55 to 56 of the article for additional explanation.

Point2：In Section 2.1, why link 6 in Fig. 1a is missing when describing the leg mechanism? Shouldn't it be a six-link leg? Furthermore, from a linkage point of view, this linkage looks to the reviewer more like a 4-bar linkage (loop 1-2-3-4-1), due to which the DoF is only 1.

Response2: Thank you very much for your suggestion! We have revised lines 105 to 111 of the article. Also, we are very sorry for the inaccurate statement about the linkage-based leg mechanism. This is indeed a six-link leg and is a composite of two four-link mechanisms, not a five-link mechanism, and we have made changes in the article where the expression five-link mechanism appears.

Point3：In Fi.g 15, add the axis notation with units for three subfigures.

Response3: We are puzzled by this suggestion, since each figure in Figure 15 already has axis notation with units.

Point4：In Fig. 16, add the walking direction (X-axis) , Z-axis for a better understanding of the test results in Fig. 19. and annotation with arrows pointing at the key elements, e.g. IMU.

Response4: Thank you for your suggestion, we have made changes to Figure 16.

Point5：In Fig. 17-19, recommend rearranging the results with two figures: one for tripod gait and the other for biped gait. In addition, the X-axis (Time) should be synchronized.

Response5: Thank you for your suggestion, we have made changes to Figure 17-19.

We were really sorry for our careless mistakes. Thank you for your reminding. We look forward to hearing from you regarding our submission. We would be glad to respond to any further questions and comments that you may have.
Thank you again for your positive comments and valuable suggestions to improve the quality of our manuscript.

Kind Regards，
Guanlin Qiu
