
Response to Reviewer 1 Comments 
 

 

Point 1: The article is poorly organized. 

Response 1: We have improved on the organisation of the paper. 

 

Point 2: Section 3.1.1. The current state VSM on page 4, has the same numbering as 3.1. 
Distribution Factor to the Assembly Line on page 6. 

Response 2: It has been corrected 

 

Point 3: There are no sections 4 and 4.1 

Response 3: It has been incorporated as 4. 4.1 and 4.2 

 

Point 4: Section 4.2 is repeated twice on page 7 and page 8. 

Response 4: Corrected 

 

Point 5: There are no sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.2. Section 4.2.3 appears directly. 

Response 5: Corrected 

 

Point 6: There is no Figure 1 in the article. The figures are misidentified. 

Response 6: Figure 1 has been identified correctly 

 

Point 7: Article writing is not professional. 

Response 7: This has been adjusted in adherence to the Processes Journal guidelines 

 

Point 8: Under these conditions, it is not possible to review the content of this document. 

Response 8: We acknowledged the efforts of the reviewer on the listed comments and 
necessary adjustment has been made to improve of the journal write up professionally 

 


