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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript presents a focused investigation into energy dissipation on stepped spillways with slopes between 8.9°-26.6°, addressing a notable gap in hydraulic engineering literature. While the proposed model eliminates the problematic friction factor (f), its practical utility remains limited by the narrow experimental conditions (specific step geometries, flow regimes) and lack of field validation. The study's rigorous experimental methodology using phase-detection probes sets a valuable benchmark, but the models' restricted applicability to laboratory-scale conditions (Re = 105-106) without comprehensive scale effect analysis diminishes their broader relevance. The work would benefit from clearer discussion of limitations regarding step geometry variations and prototype-scale applicability before being adopted for engineering practice.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I suggest below title: 

“Energy Loss Characterization in Stepped Spillways: Experimental Study and Model Development for Slopes of 8.9°–26.6°”

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract would benefit from explicitly stating the study's limitations (e.g., laboratory-scale validation only, narrow parameter ranges of 8.9°–26.6° slopes and step heights ≥ 3 cm) and practical constraints (e.g., unverified scalability to prototype conditions) to provide proper context for the reported high correlation coefficients (0.79–1). Currently, it overstates the model's readiness for application without acknowledging these critical boundaries that affect real-world implementation. A more balanced abstract should clarify both the technical contribution (friction-factor-free model) and its present limitations to avoid potential misinterpretation by practitioners.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript demonstrates scientific rigor in its experimental methodology and data analysis, but several technical limitations must be noted. While the proposed model successfully eliminates the subjective friction factor (f) and shows strong correlation (0.79 – 1) within tested parameters, its validity is constrained to laboratory conditions (Re = 10⁵–10⁶, step heights ≥ 3 cm) without prototype-scale validation. The study also omits discussion of scale effects and assumes uniform step geometry, which may not reflect real-world complexities. Additionally, the abstract overstates the model's readiness for application without qualifying its limitations. Thus, while the core science is sound, broader claims of applicability require further validation under varied field conditions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	They are fine.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Generally is suitable.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Scope: Focus on mild-to-moderate slopes (8.9°–26.6°) is valuable, but claims need qualification due to lab-scale limitations.  

2. Methodology: Rigorous experimental setup (intrusive probes, Re = 10⁵–10⁶), yet lacks prototype validation and scale-effect discussion.  

3. Model Strengths: Friction-free approach is innovative, but correlations (0.79–1) are overstated without field-data benchmarking.  

4. Language: Scholarly but uneven—tighten grammar (e.g., passive/active shifts) and reduce redundancy (e.g., "problematic friction factor, *f*").  

5. Figures & Graphics: Improve resolution and standardize formatting (e.g., axis labels, font sizes) to meet journal visual standards. Ensure error bars/uncertainty are shown where applicable.  

6. Discussion: Explicitly state limitations (narrow geometry range, lab conditions) to temper overgeneralization.  

7. Abstract: Add missing constraints (e.g., step height  ≥ 3 cm) to contextualize results.  
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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