Reviewer #3:
Manuscript Summary:
Well prepared.
Major Concerns:
The layout and content of the article are very complex.
Generally:
This manuscript is original and It is suitable for publication. All reports clearly show the scientific relevance of the results. It's been a pretty good job. The literature on handwriting has been studied.
Additional questions / Recommendations: Publish without major revision
For manuscript opinion and suggestion
The protocol part (Material preparation, Procedure, Mechanical property evaluation) are very complicated. The article was not fluent in terms of content because numbering was done in each section. Numbering within each section must be removed. (1. Material preparation 1 1.1. and 1.2.). 1 1.1. and 1.2 must be removed and created as 1. Material preparation only.
Since the contents of the sections are numbered in number, the sections should be revised separately. For example Therefore, these parts must be corrected again as a single section. In this way the article becomes more fluent.
Line 107
FSSW tool section: The diameter of the pin is 5 mm; the length is 2.5 mm, and the shoulder width is 10 mm. The real tool pin product is shown in Figure 1b. Figure 1 a shows dimension of the pin. What is the pin angle. not shown. Figure 1a and Figure 1b don't seem compatible with each other.
For figure 6: It would be better if there was an image on the cross section.
REPRESENTATIVE RESULTS was revised.
Minor Concerns:
Minor corrections are required for Figures 2 and 3. 

Dear Reviewer,
Thanks for your valuable comments. The article has been revised more fluent. 
1. The article has delete some numbering and make it fluently in line 101-106.
2. [bookmark: _GoBack]The pin angle is shown in updated figure1.
3. The cross section image is shown in Figure 7.

