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PART  1: 

Journal Name: British Journal of Applied Science & Technology 

Manuscript Number: MS: 2012/BJAST/1982 

Title of the Manuscript:  DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION OF A CUTTING FLUID TWO-WAY/MULTI-FEEDING DEVICE FOR TURNING 

OPERATION. 

 

 

 

General guideline: Reviewers are requested to follow these guidelines during review: (Note: Title of different sections as proposed below may differ 

in case of review paper / case reports) 

 

• Introduction (Is the problem/objective of this study original, important and well defined?) 

• Materials & methods (Kindly comment on the suitability of the methods. Sufficient details of the methods should be provided to allow peers 

to evaluate and/or replicate the work) 

• Results & discussion (Kindly comment on: 1. Are the data well controlled and robust? 2. Authors should provide relevant references 

during discussion. 3. Discussion and conclusions should be based on actual facts and figures. Biased claims should be pointed out. 4. 

Are statistical analyses must for this paper? If yes, have sufficient and appropriate statistical analyses been carried out?) 

• Conclusion (Is the conclusion supported by the data, discussed inside the manuscript? Conclusions should not be biased and should be 

based on the data, presented inside the manuscript only) 

• Are all the references cited relevant, adequate? Are there any other suitable current references authors need to cite? 

• This form has total 10 parts. Kindly note that you should use all the parts of this review form. 
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PART  2: Review Comments 

 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part 

and write here ‘Corrected’/ if not agreed, give 

suitable justifications) 

COMPULSORY REVISION comments 

 
− Abstract should be brief, 

− The introduction section must provide a literature 

review of cutting fluid and study overview. The state 

of the art should be update with a pertinent papers 

published international journal, 

− In experimental work, it is important to include the 

surface roughness and measure of temperature 

instruments, 

− In Results section, please provide a figure showing 

the experimental set-up during turning, 

− In table 1 and table 2, explain the difference between 

the serial number, 

− The result and discussion section should be 

extensive (for example, presentation of the wear tool, 

the roughness profiles or 3D surface roughness, 

ect..). 

Corrected (first paragraph removed) 
 
 
 
 
 
Corrected (The measuring instruments are now 
included) 
 
 
The experimental set up during turning is shown in 
figure 4  
 Corrected. The tables were modified. They are now 
three tables. 
No equipment at hand to carry out such  
measurements, but the discussion is expanded in 
another form  
   
 

Minor REVISION comments 

 
− Line 15, should be Cutting Fluids (CF), 

− Line 16; should be workpiece, 

− Line 15-17; the sentence is not clear (…temperature 

and prolong the tool life…), 

− Line 27-28; provide the ISO designation of steel, 

− Line 54; the device (Figure 1) Should be  presented 

in the material and method, 

− Line 63, provide the ISO designation of the low 

carbon steel used, 

Corrected 

Corrected 

Corrected 

The workpiece material was not a low carbon 

steel, but a commercial high carbon steel as 

revealed by the chemical composition carried out. 

Corrected 

It is a commercial high carbon steel 

The ISO designation does not really matter in this 

research as these parts do not have any effect on it 
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− Line 152, should be Conclusion.  

− In terms of previous remarks, introduce the 

recommandation as future work of the conclusion. 

(research). They only serve as support. 

Line 152 ‘Conclusion and Recommendation” 

remains as it is, since they are addressing different 

issues. 

 

Optional comments 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


