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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 publication presents a comprehensive assessment of the mechanical properties of water conveyance tunnel linings, incorporating theoretical models, numerical simulations, and engineering validation. It elucidates the load-sharing mechanisms between lining components and surrounding rock and proposes practical optimization measures for crack and leakage control. It provides theoretical guidance and engineering references for enhancing the safety, durability, and resilience of large-scale water conveyance projects globally.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is a clear. Hence, it could be improved to make it more targeted, appealing, and searchable for a global audience. 
For instance:  Review of the Water Conveyance Tunnel Linings Mechanical Behaviour 

	

	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 is already comprehensive, well-structured and technically rich; it fits with journals submission standards. 
Suggested Improvements 

· Clarity for an International Audience: Use slightly more generic language, such as "drainage boards can generate localized cracking in concrete linings," instead of technical terms like "self-compacting concrete cracks concentrate in the installation region."

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is correct from a scientific standpoint. The author can add some figures to make it clearer and accurate.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are rich, well selected and quite recent. Whilst, the majority of the references are from Chinese sources. The author can add more cited international papers.
Suggested references
 Regarding the detection and monitoring references, the author already cited WU BIN et al. (Robotic inspection). I suggest to add a recent international paper on monitoring systems. It would show broader coverage of technology e.g.: Jin, Y., et al. (2021). Smart monitoring technologies for tunnel lining safety assessment. Tunnelling and Underground Space Technology, 111, 103861
 
	

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


	1. Minor grammar issues

Most of the sentences are long and complex, which makes them less readable. The author can splitting them into individual, shorter sentences.

Example:

· Current: "Drainage boards with a thickness of 2 cm are installed over a 240° arc at the pipe crown."
· Better: "Drainage boards, 2 cm thick, are installed over a 240° arc at the pipe crown."

2. Verify consistent verb tenses, especially in descriptions (past vs. present perfect).

Example:" the steel pipe's share of the load increases to 45%, lowering the stress on segments by 18%, thus preventing segment failure." — this mix is fine but use consistent tense usage throughout paragraphs.

3. Active vs. passive voice
Active voice is preferred in Academic English where feasible, to improve clarity and interest.

Replace some of the passive voice constructions like "the stress distribution is quite different with and without drainage boards" with "drainage boards quite change the stress distribution."

4. Use lesser words and redundancy
Constructions like "core mechanical behaviour" or "anti-seepage performance and load-bearing efficiency" come again and again and can be trimmed.

 For example, instead of "core load-bearing unit," "primary load-bearing component" is an alternative.

5. Typographical errors and punctuation
· Spaces before or after parentheses can occasionally be made consistent.

· Parentheses occasionally overwhelm the sentence structure; attempt to include the content in the flow of the sentences.

6. Reference style

· References are styled in different style (e.g., abbreviations as opposed to journal titles).


	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper is well prepared, technically correct, and gives a comprehensive overview of the mechanical behaviour of water conveyance tunnel linings. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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