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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

¢ |n all comparisons between the experimental results of the previous researches and the new proposed method must be
made on the basis of the statistical analysis only to show the degree of agreement ( not on the shape of curve concavity).
This should be done before the last conclusion.

Minor REVISION comments

e In general, it can be noted that the method of writing this manuscript is not similar to the scientific manuscripts approved
in reputable journals, especially the clarification and analysis of the results of the figures 2 to 8.

e There is a need to add references to some sentences and equations for example: one-third of dams built in Europe
and....... Pagel, equation (3) page 3, COR constant ......... ect

e Image number one is exactly the same as Figure number one. It is better to put the Symbols for researcher
Chanson,1994, on figure one for example: total head loss, AH, the residual head, He, at the bottom of the spillway H1, h
in equation 2 ...... etc

e There are two paragraphs that are not clear at all, namely: 2.1, 2.11and 2.1.1.1 expects that they are incomplete or
omitted

Optional/General comments

e The importance of this study is analytical comparison between elastic pinball that descended one step with nappe flow on
stepped falls.

e Itis better to use the third person formulation when writing manuscript instead of "the authors..."

The manuscript is based on analogical comparison between energy loss of elastic pinball that descended one step each bounce
with the energy losses of water falling in stepped spillway.

Notes:

The importance of this study is analytical comparison between elastic pinball that descended one step with nappe flow on
stepped falls.

In general, it can be noted that the method of writing this manuscript is not similar to the scientific manuscripts approved in
reputable journals, especially the clarification and analysis of the results of the figures 2 to 8.

It is better to use the third person formulation when writing manuscript instead of "the authors..."

There is a need to add references to some sentences and equations for example: one-third of dams built in Europe

and....... Pagel, equation (3) page 3, COR costsnt ......... ect

Image number one is exactly the same as Figure number one. It is better to put the Symbols for researcher Chanson,1994, on
figure one for example: total head loss, AH, the residual head, He, at the bottom of the spillway H1, h in equation 2 ...... etc
There are two paragraphs that are not clear at all, namely: 2.1, 2.11and 2.1.1.1 expects that they are incomplete or omitted.

In all comparisons between the experimental results of the previous researches and the new proposed method must be made on
the basis of the statistical analysis only to show the degree of agreement ( not on the shape of curve concavity). This should be
done before the last conclusion.

Finally

. The manuscript structure is not bad.

. The manuscript is accepted and it is better to include the above suggestions.

. There is no need to review this paper.
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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)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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