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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) 

Compulsory   
REVISION comments 
 

General comment ：：：： 
The PAPER is much more like a lab report or a testing report. 
It concerned on the performance of coatings for ASTM A106B 
low alloy steel. Different coatings based on paint group and 
electroless Ni-P groups were tested and analyzed. The 
authors did a lot of experiments, and an amount of works. 
However, the format of the paper is chaotic and there are too 
many minor errors. In addition, the authors should carefully 
check the manuscript and avoid the clerical errors. For 
example, the format of Table 1 and Table 2 should be same. 
Subfigure is missed in Figure 14, etc. 
I would recommend a minor revision on the side of 
results presentation. 
Specific comments 
1) Please announce the research purpose of the paper work. 
And which part of work is novel. 
 
2) In section 3, the experiments were fully presented without a 
proper analysis and discussion. Effective conclusions need to 
be given. In addition, too many bar figures are used which 
may be replaced by dot pattern.  

 

Minor  REVISION comments 
 

1. EN-P may be revised as Electroless Ni-P.  
2. Make sure the Table 1 is correct. 
3. The order of the table in the paper is confused. 
4. Table 1 and 2 in Section 2 can be revised to reduce the 
size. 
5. Proper nouns should be consistent. For instance, EN-P or 
En-P? AL2O3 or Al2O3?  
6. the figures are extremely non-standard, which should be 
revised according to journal template and requirement.  
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