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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 will create a valuable impact on the scientific and engineering community.  This framework describes the complex loading conditions with structural analysis by engaging the bending shear theory, finite element analysis, and numerical simulation. The outcome of the manuscript offers a solid structural design for a hydraulic steel gate in high head condition. The findings and methodology will create a benchmark for future research for designing curved steel gates.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate for this article. However, the title could be more specific, which could cover the analytical and numerical approach, such as “Theoretical and Finite Element Analysis of Structural Strength in High-Head Curved Steel Gates.” Or integrate the bending shear couple theory into the title.
	

	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.


	Some minor improvement is needed in the abstract section, which will increase the clarity and make it completely structured. The abstract could mention the application context shortly. The maximum deformation or stiffness performance value, along with the equivalent stress value, would make it easy to compare.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically and technically correct. In the manuscript, the low span-to-height ratio for the main beam is well connected to the thin-walled deep-beam bending–shear coupling theory. But including a mesh sensitivity or a convergence study for the finite element model in the manuscript could make it more scientific.  Again, the discussion on the safety factor is limited, and flow-induced vibration and fluid-structure interaction are not analyzed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are relevant to the topic, but some are not up-to-date.
	

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


	The overall language quality of the article is acceptable for the scholarly community, but it requires some moderate language polishing. Some minor grammatical errors were found, but it does not affect the scientific meaning. 
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