Reply to the Reviewer


We would like to thank the reviewers for their fruitful comments. Since Reviewer #1 and #2 suggests that the original manuscript is suitable for publication, we would like to answer Reviewer #3’s comments. Considering their comments, we have revised the manuscript and prepared a manuscript for reviewers with highlight. In the revised manuscript for review, the revised/added descriptions are highlighted by BLUE characters. 


Reviewer #3
[General Comment] 
The authors suggest a method of dislocation reduction in Ge epitaxial layers with semicylindrical voids on Si. they suggest a theoretical calculation and experimental verification
I suggest to give the manuscript back to the authors in order to revise it: 
Major Concerns:
We are assessing a manuscript for the production of a movie, so the following things are disturbing the reviewers assessment "ab initio"


[Comment 1] 
The manuscript - 34 pages - in the present shape is hard to assess since many figures are presented 
(a) at the end of the manuscript
(b) not enumerated in their original order
(c) without captions
You cannot jump back and forth in a movie either....

[Reply 1] 
We have prepared a manuscript for reviewer, which is modified for easy reading.
Here, we put the figures where they are mentioned.
We are afraid there were some mistakes in uploading the movies in the last submission.
We believe now you can jump back and forth in the movies.


[Comment 2] 
The intro of the manuscript proposal lacks the definition of clear merits; the "eye catcher" is missing

[Reply 2] 
We have added a sentence to mention the merit of this method at the end of INTRODUCTION part (lines 98–100) and in DISCUSSION PART (lines 585–593).
The merit of the proposed method is that dislocations are removed without any thermal annealing or thick buffer layers.
Conventional methods have been employed thermal annealing or thick buffer layer as mentioned in lines 67–81 in INTRODUCION and Table 1 in DISCUSSION.


[Comment 3] 
The subject of presented work should profit from the presentation as a movie as compared as to be published as a methods paper in some materials journal or applied physics journal
So.. I am missing in the presentation of the manuscript any initial trial 
(a) of presenting the procedure in the laboratory
(b) of presenting something "dynamical" which is
(*) interesting enough to be directly followed by the consumers eye 
(*) which is easy enough to be understood at first or second sight
I do not see the sense of the animated figures as such, without a direct and immediate counterpart as the demonstration in situ would be.

[Reply 3] 
We have revised the PROTOCOL part in order to show more details of experimental procedure.
The revised PROTOCOL part shows detailed procedure in the laboratory so that anyone can understand/reproduce the experiments.


[Comment 4] 
The manuscript so far lacks in one sense coherence:
A movie should be interesting for an increased auditorium; it should be understandable for deaf as well as for blind people with some efforts! It should also be interesting for non-experts such as students in the advanced classes

[Reply 4] 
As the reviewer pointed out, this manuscript would be somehow difficult to understand for non-experts because the presented method employs a new mechanism (image force) to reduce TDD in Ge: even experts of Ge growth on Si are not familiar with image force.
However, the basic idea, TDs are bent to be normal to growth surface, is so simple that everyone can understand what happens in Ge if one can understand geometrical structure.
Thus, we have added schematic illustrations (Fig. 3 in the revised manuscript) in order to help understanding of geometrical structure of SEG masks.


[Comment 5] 
A method publishing manuscript must be assessible for reproduction

[Reply 5] 
We have revised PROTOCOL part in order to show more details of experimental procedure.


[Comment 6] 
A method publishing manuscript must be embedded in the research background as the reader, or the auditorium must see bright and clear why it should be an advantage to use the method, compared to others, what is the improvement, bright and clear in figures words and numbers.
The manuscript should start with this as an intro and it should praise the merits again in the discussion.

[Reply 6] 
We have added a description showing the advantage of this method at the end of INTRODUCTION part (lines 98–100) and in DISCUSSION PART (lines 585–593).
In DISCUSSION part, we have added a table showing the summary of conventional/presented TDD reduction methods in order to make the advantage of the presented method clear.

[Comment 7] 
The geometry aspects of this manuscript:
This aspect naturally includes many aspects where the crystal geometry plays a role and the application of geometrical, spacial techniques. My personal spacial sense is beyond doubt above average in the community of physicists and christallographers. If I need to read a technical passage many times, or if I have to repeat an animated figure a few times, and I still do not see their claimed to be key feature, it will not appeal to the broad mass of material scientists and in needs to be improved.

Actually so far I do not see these points presented well in this manuscript. For these reasons I suggest to give the manuscript back for revision to the authors.


[Reply 7] 
Although we would not fully understand exact meaning of your comment, we have regarded your “Comment 7” that our previous manuscript was not so clear and it was difficult to understand geometrical structure.
In order to help geometrical understanding, we have added a figure (Fig. 3 in the revised manuscript) showing schematic illustrations of SEG masks on a Si(001) substrate.
[bookmark: _GoBack]We believe that everybody sees Fig. 3 can understand the geometrical structure of SEG masks used in the present work, and we could answer your “Comment 7”.
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