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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 
 

 
1. It is suggested that the “Abstract” should be organized more logically, including the 
background, objective, method, result and conclusion and it must be at least 200 
words and not exceeding 400 words and it must not include any questions. 
2. To fully support your study and keep it reliable and time-efficient, I suggest that you 
should cite more relevant references of the recent three years.  
 

 
 
All coments are taken into consideration in the revised version, see 
please the highlighted parts. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Title: is concise and reflecting the work done, but it needs to begin with a descriptive word 
such a study of the, or evaluation of, determination of, etc 
Suggested:  Determinations of the accurate time calculations of falling bodies in the 
Earth's gravitational field compared with Newton's laws of vertical motion 
 

 
 
All coments are taken into consideration in the revised version, see 
please the highlighted parts. 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
In my opinion, the paper is good on the whole. It is clearly written and well organized. The 
study purpose, method, result and conclusion are all clearly illustrated. The abstract needs 
to be rewritten. The equations are well derived and make the study more convictive. The 
conclusions are supported by the contents. However, there are still some parts which need 
to be modified in the paper. The author is suggested to make some revisions so that 
the paper will be better. 
 

 
 
All coments are taken into consideration in the revised version, see 
please the highlighted parts. 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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

 
All coments are taken into consideration in the revised version, see please 
the highlighted parts. 
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