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PART  1: Review Comments 

 

 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 

 
The author wrote” The heat dissipated during 
braking is transformed into heat”. This not 
clear! 
In this work we don’t see the influence of 
viscosity which is very important. 
 
In the frictional forces there are tangential 
forces due to the viscosity which must be 
included in the calculations. 
 
The total energy doesn’t equal to the work 
done by frictional because you don’t take into 
account heat losses. 
 
the author determine the dry boiling ,wet 
boiling points, ph value , fluid stability, 

Ok. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Not clear. 
 
 
 
Agreed and that is why the braking 
efficiency cannot in any circumstances be 
equal to100%, even with conventional 
brake fluids. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed .Corrected. 
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corrosion but not used neither in results nor in 
discussion. 
 
The results were presented in very poor 
manner. It would be better if you give curves 
to compare between SBF and NRF. 
 
The results not well discussed, as well, there 
is no explanation about why the NRF gives 
best results than SBF. 
 

 
 
 
 
Not so. Presenting result in tabular form 
has its  own advantages. 
 
 
 
 
 
SBF gives better results than NRF , but the 
results from NRS is very close to SBF 
.Results to be discussed  further. Thanks. 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

 

The author needs to revise some written errors. 

 

 

 

Agreed 

Optional/General comments 

 

 

The author doesn’t master the theatrical aspect of this 

work. So I think that this study is not a research work but 

results of an experimental test without any explanation. 

 

 

Not so. The author has published similar papers 

in this area. I appreciate your review comments 

on this subject. 

 


