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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 provided manuscript is a review paper and has a valuable significance for the scientific community. The author(s) have provided a detailed review of current research status on ‘Seismic Resistance and Damping of Prestressed Lining in Water Conveyance Tunnels’. In addition, they have highlighted multiple research gaps in existing literatures and have recommended future research directions on the topic.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is rather lengthy. I suggest to make it simpler: “A comprehensive review on Seismic Resistance and Damping of Prestressed Lining in Water Conveyance Tunnels”
	

	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.


	I believe some minor changes are needed in the abstract. They are as follows:

a. Try to make abstract concise. The first line, although carries an introductory statement, need not be mentioned in the abstract. It is more suitable in introduction part below. So, delete the first line “As a key……. security” from abstract. A better introduction line is already there in the abstract “Prestressed concrete ……… capacity”.
b. “However, in earthquake-prone ……… safety of the project.'- Excellent statement of problem

c. The fourth line “This paper focuses…. research directions” is too lengthy for readers. Break it down into 2-3 lines as objective, methodology, etc. Also, since this is a review paper, you should write “This paper focuses on the review of seismic…..”

d. The weakest part of the abstract is concluding lines at the end. Write 1-2 lines conclusion of the entire review paper and 1 line importance of the paper in the specific field of research. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. Although the author(s) have written ‘Opinion Article’ for the manuscript, I strongly recommend to change it as ‘Review article’. Also, if possible, appropriate graphs or charts from the literature reviews may be added. This will aid in giving a visual clarity of available data.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I strongly suggest you review this article ‘https://doi.org/10.1007/s44290-024-00122-7’ and cite under ‘Research on Seismic Performance Analysis Methods’ sub-topic. Other references are sufficient and well cited.
	

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


	The English quality is very good. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Please change ‘Opinion Article’ to ‘Review Article’
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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