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IEEE Format of the Paper:
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Is the paper formatted according to the IEEE formatting standards that were included in the Instructions to Authors for the 

preparation of their manuscript?   Yes_X___
No____  If no, please circle the items that need to be corrected.
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· Paper spacing adjusted on last page to obtain equal column lengths.
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· Correct font (Times New Roman or similar).
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· Use of correct format for tables and figures.

· Use of correct format for appendixes and acknowledgments.

· Use of correct format for references.

· Spelling corrections necessary.
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1.
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2.
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Reviewer Comments:

Regarding 2, clarity of meaning: While the paper is arranged generally well, there is some repetition in various sections. There are a few English language problems which I have tried to clear up.

Regarding 5 and 9, references: There have been some similar sized kicker magnets built in the last couple of years for the Oak Ridge National Lab in the US for the Spallation Neutron Source. There have been several papers about kicker magnets in vacuum. I think it would be useful to have references to papers of this kind which can be found in the Particle Accelerator Conference and the European Particle Accelerator Conference and possibly even the Asian Particle Accelerator Conference. Also, I checked on the cable reference ([2]) and it was all in Japanese, which is ok but not useful for me. Some simple statements about the impedance, size and construction of the cable would be more relevant and useful. There are also papers discussing the benefit of twin C core, also known as window frame magnets.

Regarding 8, figures and tables: Figure 3 could be replace with the words “the system charges up to full voltage in 25 ms” someone in the power source description. Figure 4 and in text should replace the would “day” with “shift”. Shift is a working period of time while day is only 24 hours. Figure 5 could be redone with temperature on the horizontal axis and then the delay and jitter on the vertical. This would be more meaningful regarding your observations and take up less space. I would much prefer to see much bigger figures for Figure 6, 7 , 8 and 10. Those are very important to understanding the performance of this system and they are fairly small. It would also be much better if you have actual units on Fig 6 and 8 instead of arbitrary units. It would be nice to see a picture of the power supply also unless it is just a box, like the magnet picture in Fig 7.  
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