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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.


	Hinge joints in precast hollow-core slab bridges are vital for transverse load distribution and system integrity. Their deterioration often causes loss of composite action, leading to risky "single-slab" behavior. This review does a decent job summarizing joint types, failure modes, load-transfer mechanisms, and retrofit options—including promising ones like UHPC overlays/replacements and Fe-SMA self-prestressing. It could be much stronger, though, with a clearer review methodology and more consistent evidence reporting. That would make comparisons between strengthening techniques more reliable and help pinpoint persistent issues like interface bonding. As it stands, some claims feel shaky, and the code-comparison section doesn't add much value.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The term "diseases" is non-standard in bridge engineering for describing deterioration or distress
	

	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.


	Rewrite the abstract in a standard academic format with connected paragraphs: begin with background, followed by objective and scope, review methodology, key findings (with clear performance metrics), and end with main gaps plus future research directions (explicitly covering interface fatigue behavior and long-term durability functions).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript lacks any description of the literature search and selection process, making the review non-reproducible and raising concerns about potential selection bias.
The section on worldwide code provisions relies on not clear narrative descriptions and unsubstantiated numerical limits, often without referencing specific clauses or editions.

Finally, remnants of mixed-language text remain, such as “fatigue次数” in the conclusions, suggesting the manuscript needs thorough proofreading and language editing before resubmission.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Use one referencing style consistently and ensure every in-text citation maps uniquely to one reference entry.
	

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


	Although the manuscript is generally readable, it often employs metaphorical and non-academic language, particularly in the abstract and code-comparison section, which detracts from the expected scholarly tone. Additionally, nonstandard terms such as “diseases” are used to describe deterioration mechanisms.

Figure captions require significant improvement in wording and grammar (e.g., “The diseases type one of hinge joint” should be revised to something like “Typical distress pattern in Type 1 hinge joints”). The document also contains various formatting inconsistencies and typographical errors that need correction prior to resubmission.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The authors are encouraged to strengthen the background on post-earthquake damage quantification (https://doi.org/10.1016/j.advengsoft.2024.103597)
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