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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 manuscript provides a timely and comprehensive review of performance-based seismic design (PBSD) methods for high-strength concrete shear wall structures, a critical component in modern mid- and high-rise construction. By synthesizing decades of international research, it clearly outlines the evolution from force-based to displacement-based design paradigms, highlighting the limitations of current code approaches. The paper's structured analysis of damage models, performance objectives, and design procedures offers valuable consolidation of knowledge for researchers. Furthermore, it identifies gaps in the application of PBSD specifically to shear walls, thereby directing future research efforts towards improving the seismic resilience of this prevalent structural system.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable but could be more precise to reflect the paper's core focus on performance-based methodology. A more accurate title would be: "A Review of Performance-Based Seismic Design Methods for High-Strength Concrete Shear Wall 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.


	The abstract covers the main topics but reads more as a summary of contents than a structured abstract. It should more clearly state the purpose, methods, key findings, and conclusions of the review. Suggest restructuring: 1) State the review's aim and scope. 2) Briefly describe the methodological approach (e.g., systematic analysis of models, design steps). 3) Summarize the primary conclusions drawn from the reviewed literature. 4) End with the review's significance and potential implications for research and practice. The final sentence on "construction measures" seems slightly out of place in the abstract and could be integrated into the conclusions or removed.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its overall narrative, tracing the historical development and key concepts of PBSD accurately. However, there are notable issues affecting clarity and rigor:
1. Text Repetition: Significant portions of text are duplicated verbatim (e.g., the description of Qian Jiaru et al.'s work appears twice in Section 1, and the Qin Qing reference is listed twice as [18] and [19]). This must be corrected.
2. Logical Flow: The transition from the general introduction to the detailed history in Section 1 ("The proposal of a performance-based seismic design theory") is abrupt. The manuscript would benefit from a dedicated "Review Methodology" or "Scope" section.
3. Technical Depth: While comprehensive in scope, the discussion of specific damage models and design steps for shear walls (promised in the abstract) is somewhat superficial and gets lost in the broader historical review.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list should be enhanced by incorporating more recent and internationally recognized foundational sources on performance-based seismic design and high-strength concrete structures.
	

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


	The language is generally understandable but requires thorough proofreading and editing to meet the standard for scholarly publication. Issues include:
- Inconsistent Terminology: E.g., "behavioral seismic design" vs. "performance-based seismic design."
- Awkward Phrasing and Grammar: Several sentences are poorly constructed (e.g., "The devastating earthquakes have severely impacted..." section could be more concise).
- Punctuation Errors: Use of full-width commas "，" instead of standard commas ",".
- Repetitive Language: As noted earlier.
Recommendation: Professional language editing is required before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Structural Suggestions: Consider adding a visual element, such as a timeline of PBSD development or a flowchart summarizing the proposed design steps for shear walls, to enhance clarity.
2. Conclusion Strengthening: The conclusion (Section 2) mainly critiques existing methods. It should be expanded to more forcefully synthesize the findings of the review itself—what has been learned about shear wall PBSD, what consensus exists, and what are the most critical open questions.
3. Keyword Update: The keyword "Elastic plastic displacement response spectrum" should be changed to the more standard term "Elastoplastic displacement response spectrum."
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	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	


Reviewer details:
Hamdy Elgohary, Mansoura University, Egypt

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

