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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer's comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

Page 3, I've highlighted the hypothesis statement. | can’t follow the wording. Please make
that more clear. It might be beneficial to not use a rhetorical question.

Please use more formal language in the other locations highlighted.

The discussion around Figure 4 concerns me about the two disks. I'm not sure that from
the perspective we have that these disks are in different planes. If you can justify that with
a model or observation please do. | feel that this is essential to your discussion.

For example how do you know that the two regions labelled galaxy 2 and 3 are galaxies
and not part of some spiral structure. Further how do you know that they are moving as
indicated.

Same for figure 5. Are you basing the discussed motion on some observed blueshift or
other motion indicator?

In figure 5 how does the center get pulled toward two points?
You allude to some equations
In figure 7 and the related discussion. | agree the perspective makes this a challenge to

see what is happening. But based on what is shown. | don’t understand why it would
stretch in this manner. If the core accelerates inward, so would the nearby stars.

In the conclusion there is a reference to information extracted from the image of UGC
10214. | don’t see that information, just conjecture.

Minor REVISION comments

On Fig.1. Itisn’t clear which three galaxies are there. | believe the larger structure is the
tadpole are there two smaller galaxies indicated. It might be beneficial to outline each to
make the point more clear. | think the figure label might be better as intruder instead of
galaxy 2 and compacted galaxy instead of galaxy 3.

Optional/General comments

The abstract and introduction were both helpful in setting up the context.

Figure 9. A listing of these galaxies with some tabulated properties might be more insightful
than a blurry image.

Figure 10. The line of sight line might be more clear if it didn’t go through the galaxy. The
line starts within the galaxy which is not intended.

Also Figure 10 right is the same as figure 8. Please just refer to figure 8 and remove 10
right. Or put 10 left with 8...
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Reviewer's comment

IAuthor’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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