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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 addresses the lack of specific guidelines for simulating wind loads on circular arched roof structures, a geometry that exhibits complex flow separation distinct from sharp-edged buildings. The research demonstrates that while mesh size influences accuracy, further refinement beyond an optimal point yields negligible gains, thereby allowing for reduced computational costs without compromising precision. This applicability is highly relevant for the structural design of large-span infrastructure, such as agricultural greenhouses, Aircraft hangars, and sports facilities, where wind loading is often the governing design factor.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	In my opinion, the paper focuses more on the influence of the domain, mesh, and physical models of CFD to accurately calculate the results. Therefore, suitable alternative titles could be:

1. Influence of Domain Size, Mesh Resolution, and Turbulence Models on CFD Predictions of Wind Loads on Arched Roof Structures

2. Optimization of CFD Simulation Parameters for Wind Load Prediction on Circular Arched Roof Structures
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is structured well and clearly outlines the objective, methodology, and results. 

I highlighted the paper for minor correction regarding data consistency, in the section of abstract states that a "9S proportion of the downstream length" provides a good balance between accuracy and efficiency which contrast the Conclusion finding identifies the "12S downstream length" as the optimal configuration for the best balance of accuracy and computational cost. 
Please verify which value represents the final recommendation and ensure the Abstract matches the findings reported in the main body of the text.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct. The authors follow standard Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD) practices by employing a parametric sensitivity analysis, utilizing appropriate discretization schemes (second order), and validating their numerical results against established wind tunnel experimental data. 
	

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

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


	The manuscript is written in understandable English, but it requires moderate revision to meet the standard of high-quality academic journal. There are frequent grammatical errors, incorrect word choice and awkward phrasing. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Subash Dhakal, University of Padova, Italy
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

