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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-The introduction is too rough.
(1)The arguments need to be supported by references, but the first three
paragraphs of the introduction do not have references.
(2) The references in this article are too old, too few.
(3) The existing references are only a simple list, and the author should
summarize the references.
2 - Itis recommended to place the verification study ‘Comparison between finite
element and analytical results’ before the ' Results and discussion’.
3 - The comparative study is too rough.
4 - The focus of this paper is on the effect of compacted layer, but only one section
‘Comparison between finite element and analytical results’ in the ' Results and
discussion’ has studied this.

First, | would like to thank you for your valued recommendations. Please
consider the following modification | made to the manuscript:

1- | added additional recent previous studies

2- In section introduction | added scope of the research

3- In section comparison between FEM results and analytical solution
results | added the case for footings resting on compacted sand and i
placed this section before results and discussion

4- In section results and discussion | added more cases (footing width
(1.5, 2m).

Minor REVISION comments

What is the basis for the value of the parameter in the numerical simulation? From
prototype testing or model testing, or other? Please explain it in the paper.

The values are obtained from codes of design and previous experience

Optional/General comments

What is the research background of the article? Be clear.

PART 2:

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)
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