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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	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.


	The authors conducted numerical analysis of a Rocket anchor body water entry

process using the ALE method to predict the pressure distribution and maximum

impact force of the anchor body at water entry body under different water entry

speeds, different water entry angles and different sizes of the flow field 

The research is important to China as the case study and also globally for flood-prone

countries with frequent breaches. There is need to mitigate floods that seriously

threaten agriculture, transportation, ecological environment and people's livelihood

and property due to River dam failure and nations’ economy 


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the paper depicts the nature and scope of the study. 


	

	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.


	The abstract is detailed and satisfactory. It sufficiently described the study and

investigation in a clear and concise way.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript made a scientific contribution to the body of knowledge. The

objectives of the article are clearly and logically defined and achieved.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No. Not sufficient. The citing and list of literature references are very small and poor.

The authors have not reviewed literature enough. The authors should be able to cite

and list minimum of 25 relevant and latest journals. Also most of the references listed

by the Authours were not cited. The authors did is not even cited Refs [1 – 12] that

they listed. Refs [13-15] did not communicate anything
	

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


	There is need for the improvement in the use of English for scholarly

communications


	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper is not well written and organised. The introduction is not detail and robust.

No serious literature review. No single citation. As I said before, the authors did not

even cited Refs [1 – 12] that they listed. Refs [13-15] did not communicate anything

The Equations are not numbered; not properly cited and referenced 

The authors did not describe/formulate the problem very well. There is need for

schematics diagram to describe the problem not just mesh.

There is no grid independence test to show the accuracy of the mesh selected.

No validation of present study with past work in the literature 

Figures 1 and 2 not cited 

Figure 2 not labelled and discussed. The authors needs to label each diagram as: a, b,

c, and d
Figs 3 and 4 is poor. There is need to remove the grid at the background of the 

In page 7. The Figure(s) not define with caption. The figures are dull. 

The authors need to follow the format of the journal. They  also needs to improve on

the introduction by making more citing and listing reference of the literature. There is

need to rewrite and the manuscript for improved scholarly communications
The paper should be accepted for publication after the comments and

suggestions have effected by the authors as indicated above.
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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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