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Few details in the content are suggested and highlighted. Please see the attached Word

The scientific content in the manuscript is satisfactory.

The title of the paper is ok.

Just in case, the abstract may be extended in context.

The structure and subsections of the manuscript are suitable.
Consequently to previous point, the work fulfil the scientific contribution.

Format of the References are suggested to be modified because the texts are

enlarged and difficult to read.
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In the section Materials and Methods, the stir casting method was omitted, the experimental
method should be described. The Figures 7 and 8 are contradictory respect to the effect of
reinforcement content on the wear rate. It is suggested the review of the prediction model

Marks are highlighted in the attached Word file.

for Figure 8.
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