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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 is important because it introduces a probabilistic approach to optimize rotational friction dampers. These devices are commonly used to improve the seismic performance of buildings. The study considers different earthquake scenarios, making the results more reliable for practical use. It uses the Non-Smooth Dynamics method with Monte Carlo simulations to capture the dampers behavior accurately. The findings provide guidance on the number of dampers, their capacity, and the best locations in a building to enhance safety.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of manuscript is suitable, but I would suggest the change in title to make it more attractive and journal friendly. So, my suggested title it is following.
Optimizing Damper Placement for Earthquake-Resistant 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 is generally complete but could be improved for clarity and impact. Some sentences are long and very technical, which may make it hard to read. It would help to clearly highlight what is new in this study, such as the probabilistic topological optimization and identification of robust performance zones. The practical significance of the results for seismic retrofitting could be emphasized. Detailed numerical values could be summarized to focus on overall trends rather than exact number
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and presents a thorough probabilistic framework for optimizing rotational friction dampers. However, several points could improve clarity and rigor. The authors should clearly state the assumptions in their model, such as rigid diaphragms, constant mass, and damping, and discuss how these might affect the results. Expanding on uncertainties in structural properties and addressing the statistical significance of correlations or top-performing configurations would strengthen the conclusions. A brief comparison with existing deterministic methods could highlight the advantages of the probabilistic approach. Including practical guidance for engineers and discussing the applicability of results to different building types or seismic conditions would increase the study’s relevance. Finally, consistency in terminology and clear figure labels would improve readability and comprehension.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are relevant and include important studies on rotational friction dampers. However, many references are somewhat old, and recent research is not fully included. I recommend adding more studies from the past 3-4 years. These could cover probabilistic or performance-based optimization, hybrid damping systems, and experimental evaluations of friction dampers. Including references on different structural types, such as precast RC or shear wall buildings, would also strengthen the context. Updating the references will show awareness of the latest developments and support broader generalization of the findings.
	

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


	The language and English in the manuscript are generally acceptable for scholarly communication. The technical content is understandable. However, some sentences are long and hard to follow. There are minor grammatical errors and inconsistent use of terms such as quantity, number of dampers, and slip load. The abstract and introduction are sometimes too technical. I recommend proofreading and simple editing to improve clarity and readability.


Example of the long sentence is as follows.
“Through an exhaustive review of the state of the art, it has been observed that their research has mainly focused on the optimization of their design parameters, such as their geometry and slip load, as well as their optimal location.”

Following sentence is long because it combines several ideas. It can be made clearer by breaking it into shorter sentences:

"Previous research has mainly focused on optimizing the design parameters of rotational friction dampers. This includes their geometry, slip load, and optimal location."


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a valuable study on the use of rotational friction dampers for seismic retrofitting. The topic is relevant, and the combination of probabilistic analysis with Non-Smooth Dynamics is a strong point. The figures and results are detailed and help in understanding the performance trends. However, the manuscript could benefit from clearer explanations in some technical sections and more discussion on how the findings can be applied in practice. Overall, the work is promising and adds useful knowledge to the field, but minor improvements in clarity and context would make it even stronger.
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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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