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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript attempts to analyse failure modes of loess slope under varying water head levels by identifying deformation and failure characteristics and failure modes of loess slopes under different water head heights as a “gap” or what is not yet known about the topic. In this regard, the manuscript has significance for the scientific community. However, the results obtained are not supported by summary tables and suitable figures. Also, findings of the study are not well discussed.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Physical Modelling of Failure Mode of Loess Slope under Different Water Head Heights
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	Yes, the abstract of the article is comprehensive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. Introduction section

· The introduction section lacks justification /state of the art review to confirm the author’s claim, “model tests have irreplaceable advantages over in-situ test and numerical simulations.”
2. Methodology section

· It is not clear why the author used roman number for first level headings while Arabic number for second level headings.

· The standard experimental methods followed for compaction and other basic physical parameters testing are yet to be described.

· The liquid limit (LL=22.31) and plasticity index (PI=7.6) values in Table 1 indicate that the soil used for modelling is a LEAN CLAY soil; however, the topic is about loess.

· Specifications and accuracy of the four sensors used are yet to be described.

3. Result section

· A summary table showing the real-time record of the deformation of the slope is yet to be shown.

· A pictorial representation of the three-dimensional setup of the loess slopes under the action of two different water heads is yet to be shown.

· A pictorial view of the wetting front from the rear to the front and the gradual saturation of the slope from back to front is yet to be shown.

· Fig. 2. shows the top view of the model. However, the picture showing the side views of the models is required to depict the lower and higher water head levels considered.

· The descriptions in the result section are not supported by summary tables and relevant figures.

4. Conclusion section

· The conclusion section needs revision so that it begins with a reiteration of why the research is important and a brief overview of the paper followed by the end-arguments and findings that flow from the previous section. In other words, in the conclusions, the author should arrive at some final statements, reflecting the flow of logic of the whole paper.

5. References

· The referencing style used needs to be revised to suit the journals recommended style
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language/English quality of the article needs further enhancement to be suitable for scholarly communications.
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