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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.


	The paper presents the particle swarm genetic hybrid algorithm, combined with an optimization platform created using Ansys and Matlab software. Through automatic parameterization modelling and computation, it achieves structural optimization of reinforced concrete bifurcation pipes. The explanation of the comparison part between the previous studies are rather lacking. This paper contains some useful aspects, and the authors have identified an area that needs further work.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is suitable
	

	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 must be rewritten. Little information is provided on motivation, problem statements, More quantitative conclusions should be provided in the abstract.

- A good abstract should summarize the background, motivation, methods, results, conclusion, and impact. The background is too lengthy
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	correct
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I suggest the authors to refer the standard recently (2022-2023-2024-20245) literature relevance to this study. references must be increased
	

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


	the language/English quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communications
	

	Optional/General comments


	-The discussions presented are mainly focused on the primary data derived from the study. For a more comprehensive deliberation of the test results obtained, the authors are advised to discuss the possible reasoning for the observed trends with suitable facts or concepts prescribed in the relevant literature as well.

- Authors need to analyze their results rather than just simplify it. Additionally, the authors need to evaluate if there are any differences and, if yes, what the differences are. Comparing the development with existing studies helps the research to connect any existing debate. It also offers a solid base of conclusions.

- besides, the authors should also compare their findings with those of other studies reported in literature. In comparing, the authors can pronounce the authenticity of the results, especially when similar procedures were used in other studies. Any differences in findings can be explained using the different peculiarities between the author's study and others. If this consideration is carefully made and implemented, the authors may likely find evidence-based explanations for their findings.
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