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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 manuscript addresses a practically important and technically challenging problem in the design of underground construction equipment, where both structural reliability and weight efficiency are critical. By integrating finite element analysis with response surface methodology and multi-objective optimization, the study presents a systematic framework that can be extended to similar mechanical design problems beyond coal mine applications. The work is particularly valuable because it links numerical modeling with engineering decision-making, offering insights into how key geometric parameters influence stress, deformation, and mass simultaneously. Overall, the study contributes to the advancement of design optimization strategies for heavy machinery operating in constrained and demanding environments, which is of clear relevance to both researchers and practicing engineers.
	





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: 5/5
The title is clear, specific, and matches the content of the paper very well. It tells the reader exactly what the work is about: finite element analysis, multi-objective optimization, and the spiral sorting device used in coal mine roadway concrete pavers. It is long, but it is still appropriate for a technical manuscript like this.
	

	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: 4/5
The abstract covers the aim, method, results, and conclusion, so the main points are all there. At the same time, it feels a little too dense and repetitive in places, with some wording that could be simplified to make it easier to read. The technical details are useful, but the abstract would be stronger if it were a bit more concise.
	

	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: 4/5
The keywords are relevant to the topic and reflect the main themes of the paper, especially finite element analysis, optimization, and the spiral sorting device. They are useful, though adding one or two more specific terms, such as ANSYS Workbench or MOGA, could make them even more searchable.
	

	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: 4/5
The introduction gives a solid background on coal mine roadway paving and explains why the spiral sorting device is an important component. The problem statement is clear, and the engineering motivation is easy to follow. That said, some parts of the background are more elaborate than necessary, so the section could be tightened a little for better flow.
	

	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: 5/5
Yes, the objective is stated clearly. The paper aims to analyze the structural behavior of the device and then optimize it for reduced mass while keeping stress and deformation within safe limits. That purpose comes through clearly in both the abstract and the methodology.
	

	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: 3/5
The references are relevant to the topic, but the literature base looks somewhat limited and not fully current. Several citations are older, and the review would benefit from more recent work on spiral conveyor design, structural optimization, and mining machinery. This would help place the study more firmly in the present research landscape.
	

	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: 5/5
The methodology is appropriate and well matched to the problem. Using finite element analysis together with response surface methodology and a multi-objective genetic algorithm is a reasonable and effective approach for this kind of structural optimization study. The setup is technically sound, although a little more detail on validation would strengthen it further.
	

	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
No
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4/5
The results are presented in a logical order, moving from the initial static analysis to sensitivity analysis and then optimization. The main values for stress, deformation, and mass reduction are clearly reported. Still, a few parts read a bit mechanically, and some terms such as “maximum variable” should be corrected for clarity.
	

	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: 4/5
The tables and figures are relevant and support the discussion well, especially the stress, deformation, and optimization results. However, the formatting needs some cleaning up, and the labeling is not always consistent. A few captions and table headings could be improved to make the presentation more professional.
	

	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: 3/5
The discussion does explain the mechanical meaning of the results and connects them to basic structural behavior, which is good. However, the comparison with prior studies is not very deep, and the manuscript could do more to show how its findings agree with or differ from earlier work in the field.
	

	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
	Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating: 5/5
Yes, the conclusions are generally supported by the reported results. The mass reduction, stress increase, and deformation increase after optimization are all documented in the results section, and the final values remain within the stated safety limits. The conclusion follows logically from the data presented.
	

	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: 2/5
The manuscript does not discuss limitations in much detail. It would be helpful to mention issues such as the lack of experimental validation, possible weld fatigue effects, manufacturing tolerances, and whether dynamic loading was considered. Adding a short limitations section would make the paper more balanced.
	

	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: 3/5
The references are relevant to the topic, but the list is not especially broad, and several sources are somewhat dated. A few more recent journal articles would improve the scholarly strength of the paper and help show the current state of research more clearly.
	

	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: 3/5
The manuscript is understandable overall, but the writing is very verbose in many places. Some sentences are overly long, repetitive, or exaggerated in tone, which makes the paper harder to read than it needs to be. With some careful editing for brevity and style, the language would become much stronger.
	




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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This manuscript presents a numerical study on the structural analysis and multi-objective optimization of a spiral sorting device used in coal mine roadway concrete pavers. The authors have applied a combination of finite element analysis, response surface methodology, and a genetic algorithm to achieve a lighter design while maintaining acceptable stress and deformation limits. The overall approach is technically sound, and the study addresses a relevant engineering problem with practical significance.
However, there are several areas that need improvement before the manuscript is suitable for publication. In particular, the writing is overly verbose in many sections, the literature review could be strengthened with more recent and relevant references, and the discussion lacks deeper connection with existing studies. Additionally, the manuscript would benefit from clearer presentation of results and a more explicit discussion of limitations.
Based on the above, I would recommend minor to moderate revision before acceptance. With careful editing and some improvements in clarity and contextualization, the paper has the potential to make a useful contribution to the field.
The manuscript has a solid technical foundation and addresses a relevant engineering problem using appropriate numerical and optimization methods. However, improvements are needed in writing clarity, literature review depth, discussion quality, and presentation before it can be considered for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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