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PART 1


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 study investigates the dynamic characteristics of a constant-pressure pump group used in hydraulic hoists for plane lifting gates, which are essential systems in water resources and flood control projects. The manuscript presents a numerical simulation model developed using AMESim to analyze the influence of pressure valve setting differences on system response, which is of practical importance in the design and operation of high-power hydraulic systems. The findings contribute to a better understanding of the behavior of parallel pump groups and help improve the efficiency and reliability of hydraulic lifting systems in hydraulic structures. Therefore, this work provides a useful contribution for researchers and engineers working in mechanical engineering, hydraulic systems, and water resources engineering.

	






PART  2

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

The title is clear and generally reflects the subject of the study, as it refers to the constant-pressure characteristics of a pump group used in a hydraulic hoist for a plane lifting gate, which matches the manuscript content focusing on modeling, simulation, and dynamic response analysis. However, the title could be improved by explicitly indicating the use of simulation or dynamic analysis to make it more precise.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

The abstract describes the objective of the study, the investigated hydraulic system, and the use of AMESim simulation to analyze the dynamic characteristics of the parallel pump group. It also mentions the main variable studied and the general outcome of the analysis. However, the abstract lacks quantitative results and more specific findings, and the practical significance of the results is not sufficiently highlighted. Therefore, it is good but not excellent.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

The keywords are relevant to the research topic and include the main concepts such as parallel pump group, constant pressure variable, dynamic response, and simulation, which reflect the content of the study well. However, the keywords could be improved by adding more specific terms such as AMESim simulation, hydraulic hoist system, or hydraulic control system to enhance searchability in scientific databases.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory

The background information in the introduction generally explains the operation of hydraulic hoists and constant-pressure pumps and their importance in water control projects. However, the background section is limited and relies more on general description than on a strong and well-structured review of previous studies. The organization is acceptable, but the link between previous research and the current research problem is not sufficiently clear. Therefore, it is satisfactory but needs improvement.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory

The research objectives are mentioned near the end of the introduction, where the author states that the study investigates the effect of different constant-pressure valve settings on the dynamic response of the parallel pump group using a simulation model. However, the objectives are not presented in a clearly structured form, and no explicit research hypotheses or research questions are provided. Therefore, the objectives are acceptable but not clearly formulated and need improvement.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement

The literature review is very limited and based on a small number of references, most of which are relatively old and do not reflect recent developments in hydraulic systems or pump simulation modeling. In addition, previous studies are not critically discussed to clearly identify the research gap addressed by this work. Therefore, the literature review needs improvement by including more recent and relevant references from reputable scientific journals.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

The research methodology is appropriate for the nature of the study, as modeling and simulation using AMESim were employed to analyze the dynamic behavior of the pump group, which is a common and accepted approach in hydraulic system studies. The inclusion of experimental validation also adds credibility to the results. However, the description of the modeling procedure and the assumptions used in the simulation are not sufficiently detailed, so the methodology is good but not excellent.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: N/A = Not Applicable

This study does not involve experiments on humans or animals and does not deal with personal or sensitive data, as it focuses on modeling and simulation of an engineering hydraulic system. Therefore, ethical issues are not applicable to this type of research.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

The results are presented clearly using graphs and response curves obtained from the simulation, and the comparison between different spring pre-tightening forces helps illustrate their effect on the pump group performance. However, the interpretation of the results is relatively brief and would benefit from deeper discussion and stronger connection to practical applications or previous studies. Therefore, the presentation of results is good but not excellent.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

The tables and figures are generally clear and directly relevant to the study, particularly the hydraulic system diagrams, simulation models, and response curves generated from AMESim, which are necessary for understanding the modeling process and the results. However, some figures lack sufficiently detailed captions and explanations in the text, and the presentation quality could be improved for better clarity. Therefore, they are good but not excellent.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement

The discussion section is limited and does not sufficiently relate the findings to the existing literature cited in the paper. The results are described, but there is little or no critical comparison with previously published studies. Therefore, the connection between the results and the literature is weak and needs improvement by adding deeper discussion and more relevant references.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

The conclusions are generally consistent with the simulation results and the dynamic analysis presented in the results section, particularly regarding the effect of different spring pre-tightening forces on the response of the parallel pump group. However, the conclusions are brief and do not provide deeper interpretation or broader implications of the findings, and the limitations of the study are not clearly discussed. Therefore, the conclusions are supported by the data but not excellent.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 1 = Poor

The manuscript does not include a clear discussion of the study limitations or the constraints related to the simulation model and its assumptions. There is no explanation of the model accuracy, applicability of the results to different operating conditions, or possible sources of error. The absence of a limitations section is a clear weakness, and this part needs improvement by explicitly discussing the limitations and future research directions.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement

The number of references is relatively small and limited, and most of them are old or from local journals and theses, with insufficient citation of recent studies published in indexed international journals. In addition, some references are general and not directly related to simulation or dynamic analysis of pump groups. Therefore, the references are partially relevant but not sufficient and need to be expanded and updated.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory

The manuscript is generally understandable, and the main ideas can be followed without major difficulty. However, the text contains grammatical errors and some awkward or literal translations that affect readability. Some sentences are overly long or not well structured. Therefore, the language is acceptable but requires linguistic revision and improvement in academic writing style.
	



PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses a technical topic with applications in hydraulic systems used in water control structures; however the literature review is weak with a small number of mostly outdated references. The discussion is not sufficiently developed, and the results are not adequately linked to previous studies. In addition, the limitations of the study are not discussed. I recommend Major Revision before the manuscript can be considered for publication, including improvement of the literature review, expansion of the discussion, addition of recent references, and language revision.
The manuscript has an acceptable idea and methodology, but there are significant issues including weak literature review, limited number of recent references, insufficient discussion, absence of study limitations, and the need for language improvement. Therefore, major revision is required before the manuscript can be accepted for publication.


	



Reviewer details:

Faris Sahib Mohammed Ali, Imam Kadhum University College , Iraq

[bookmark: _GoBack]




Page 4 of 4
V180326


