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1. References are very little (3 references). Please add more 

references. 

2. Caijia Jialing river bridge (capital letter for c and j). This 

comment applies for the whole text. 

3. Please improve the English usage. It is suggested for the 

authors to send the paper for the professional English proof-

reader before resubmitting this paper. 

4. Meansurement of the initial… did you mean measurement? 

5. Please use the word “Figure” in the text (capital letter for f), 

for example “as shown in Figure 2.” This comment applies for 

the whole text.   

6. It would be nice if the authors can start this paper with 

Introduction section first, before discussing on the bridge 

profile and testing purposes in greater details. 

7. Please do not start a new sentence with “so”. Please revise 

accordingly. 

8. It is suggested to use the word “4. Conclusion” instead of 4. 

Epilogue.  
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