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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 
 

There are several technical issues (especially points 6, 7and 8) that must solved 
before the manuscript can be considered for publication, otherwise, the below 
note(*) may be applied. The remarks are: 
1-There is no result drawn from the research written in the abstract. 
2-The originality of this work should be included in introduction. 
3-The literature survey needs some numeral results about prievious research. 
4-The first diagram in Fig.2 has no values at vertical axis. 
5-The repeat sentence “The frequency and amplitude of the vibration hammer were 

adjusted by changing the eccentric distance” should be omitted. 
6- The research techniques, methods and data processing  are not clear.   
7- The theoritical model is not found.  
8-There are no results to discuss. 
9-The conclusion is needed to be supported by the obtained results. 
10-A  simulation flowchart may be considered 
Note(*): the manuscript can be rewritten as review paper. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
-The research aims should be written. 
-It is better to revise the manuscript grammarly. 

 

Optional/General comments 
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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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