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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	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.
	The manuscript addresses an important engineering problem related to mechanized pipe handling in underground coal mine environments, where confined spaces, safety risks, and manual labor challenges make automation highly valuable. The use of kinematic modeling, workspace analysis, and dynamic simulation is relevant for validating manipulator reachability and motion feasibility before physical prototyping. The study may be useful to researchers and engineers working on mining robotics, hydraulic manipulators, and specialized industrial automation systems. However, the scientific value would be stronger if the authors corrected internal inconsistencies, provided clearer validation details, and more rigorously explained the modeling assumptions and simulation parameters.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	N/A
	

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

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, with minor improvement suggested.
The title reflects the subject of the study, but it is somewhat long and could be made more concise. A possible improved title could be: “Kinematic and Dynamic Simulation Analysis of a Pipe-Handling Manipulator Grasping Mechanism for Coal Mines.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially.
The abstract covers the aim, method, results, and conclusion, but it should be improved for clarity and consistency. The reported workspace values should be carefully checked because the manuscript contains inconsistent horizontal and vertical range values in different sections. The abstract should also briefly mention the main validation limitations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially, but revisions are required.
The overall modeling and simulation approach is appropriate, but the manuscript contains technical and presentation issues that need correction. The D-H parameter table appears inconsistent, including a numbering issue where the final joint is labeled “7” instead of “5.” The manuscript also describes the mechanism as both a five-joint and equivalent six-degree-of-freedom system, which needs clarification. The reported workspace values are inconsistent across the abstract, results, and conclusion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No.
The references include several foundational robotics texts and relevant simulation sources, but the literature review would benefit from more recent studies on mining manipulators, hydraulic robotic arms, underground robotic systems, and ADAMS/MATLAB co-simulation methods. The authors should add more recent peer-reviewed sources, preferably from the last five years.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No obvious ethical issues identified.
The study appears to be a mechanical design and simulation-based engineering paper and does not involve human participants, animal subjects, or sensitive personal data. However, the authors should ensure all figures, simulations, and software-generated results are original or properly credited.
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