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I.     REVIEW (written details to be given in Section III)
A.    Suitability of topic 
1. Is the topic appropriate for publication in the conference book?
(X )  Yes                  ( )  Perhaps                ( )  No
2. Is the topic important to colleagues working in the field?
(X )  Yes                 ( )  Moderately So       ( )  No
B.    Content 
1. Is the paper technically sound? If no, why not? 

(X )  Yes                 ( )  No
2. Is the coverage of the topic sufficiently comprehensive and balanced? 

( )  Yes
( )  Important information is missing or superficially treated.
(X)  Treatment somewhat unbalanced, but not seriously so.
( )  Certain parts significantly overstressed.
3. How would you describe the technical depth of the paper? 

(X)  Superficial
( )  Suitable for the non-specialist
( )  Suitable only for an expert
4. How would you rate the technical novelty of the paper? 

( )  Novel                 (X )  Somewhat Novel        ( )  Not Novel                               
C.     Presentation 
1. How would you rate the overall organization of the paper? 

( )  Satisfactory       (X)  Could be improved             ( )  Poor
2. Are the title and abstract satisfactory? 

(X )  Yes                  ( )  No
3. How do you rate the English usage? 

( )  Satisfactory       ( )  Needs Improvement        (X )  Poor
4. Rate the Bibliography?
( )  Satisfactory        (X)  Unsatisfactory
D. Overall rating  

1. How would you rate the technical contents of the paper? 

( )  Excellent    (X)  Good    ( )  Fair       ( )  Poor
2. How would you rate the appropriateness of this paper for publication in MecSol 2007?
( )  Excellent Match  (X )  Good Match     ( )  Weak Match          ( )  Poor Match 



II. RECOMMENDATION 
( )  Publish Unaltered
(X )  Publish in Minor, Required Changes (as noted in Section III)
( )  Review Again After Major Changes (as noted in Section III)
( )  Reject (A major rewrite is required before resubmission.)         

( )  I recommend an extended version of this paper to be published in the 
     Latin American Journal of Solids and Structures


III.     DETAILED COMMENTS
Please state why you rated the paper as you did in Sections I and II. If you have indicated that revisions are required, please give the authors specific guidance regarding those revisions, differentiating between optional and mandatory changes. You can write in English or Portuguese.
Comments:
This is an interesting article, with important results for application in industry. The model is somewhat simple and has the merit to well represent the dynamic behaviour of sandwiched beams. The results are consistent and the comparison experiment-theory reveals that the model performs well. Overall speaking, the paper is suitable for the conference but the remarks below, all concerned with the English usage, should be taken into consideration. It is recommend the paper to be properly English proof read.

Change title to ..applied to a viscoelastic constitutive model  …or to… applied to viscoelastic modelling 
The opening paragraph is confuse, rewrite

of macro variables [6] and [8] . of macro variables [6,8].
A constitutive equatio in time.... A constitutive equation in the time

The dynamic response of (a) viscoelastic body submitted to a level of excitation corresponding to small deformations is considered. Therefore, the main aspect of the mechanical modelling relies upon the constitutive equations ( ) described bellow.

stress tensor and the parameter br is de¯ned as the inverse of the

relaxation time as follows …remove define
manipulations (of) with equations (3) and (4)

shaker (placed together) collocated with accelerometer

number one. The

containing 200 points each, and it was measured at (room temperature) a laboratory at 25 0 C.
This sentence is confuse, rewrite: As no test has been done previously in order to obtain initial estimates for the parameters it was considered a simple test to determine the order of magnitude of

parameter G.
All of the(m)? converged to
Again, very confusing, rewrite: In order to evaluate the e®ect of the inclusion a new internal variable it is considered a new model for the viscoelastic core whose dynamics is assumed to be described by two internal variables. The vector on unknown parameters may be de¯ned as follows

Below figure 4 there is a loose sentence.
clerometer number three in shown in ¯gure (6).  
Top of page 13, accelerometers???
