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	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 addresses an increasingly relevant challenge in modern structural engineering: achieving material efficiency while maintaining structural safety in reinforced concrete systems. By integrating post-tensioning with a Particle Swarm Optimization (PSO) algorithm, the study contributes to sustainable construction practices and provides an automated methodology capable of reducing concrete and steel usage—a topic with growing environmental and economic significance. The findings are particularly valuable for long-span concrete structures, where material consumption is critical. The work also expands the application of metaheuristic optimization in structural design, which remains underexplored in the context of prestressed concrete beams.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is suitable, clear, and concise.
If a more precise alternative is desired, consider:
“Optimization of Material Consumption in Reinforced Concrete Beams Using Post-Tensioning and Particle Swarm Optimization”
	

	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 generally comprehensive, clearly outlining the objective, methodology, and main findings. However, the following improvements are recommended:

Mention the optimization variables explicitly (beam dimensions and strand number).

Add one sentence summarizing the significance or potential practical impact.

Consider removing excessive numerical detail to enhance readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The theoretical background of prestressed concrete and PSO is well explained, and the methodology is clearly structured. The integration of Python, SAP2000 API, and optimization is appropriate and technically justified. The study cases are realistic, and the design checks follow relevant codes.

However, the following points should be strengthened:

Provide more explanation of why the number of iterations is limited to 10 and particles to 25.

A sensitivity analysis (even short) on the weight factor α would add robustness.

Figures should have clearer captions and better resolution.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are adequate, recent, and well aligned with the topic. Most sources are within the last 10–12 years.

You may consider adding one or two additional references on optimization of prestressed concrete members:

A recent study on PSO in structural concrete design.

A reference on prestressed beam optimization (if available from 2019–2024 literature).
	

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


	The English is clear and understandable, with good technical vocabulary. Some minor grammatical issues and long sentences should be corrected for readability. Editing for conciseness would improve flow, especially in the theoretical background and methodology sections.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Include a flowchart summarizing the PSO-integrated design process.

Discussion of the limitations (e.g., restricted solution space, fixed strand layout, lack of cost analysis) would strengthen the study.
The manuscript is strong and valuable, requiring only moderate improvements in clarity, justification of parameters, and language polishing.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues are identified. The study involves structural modeling and optimization, not human or animal subjects.
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