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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.


	By demonstrating the significant amplification effects caused by pulsating wind loads compared to static wind analysis, the manuscript highlights limitations in conventional design approaches. The findings are valuable for researchers and engineers involved in crane design, wind-resistant structural analysis, and construction safety.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally appropriate and clearly reflects the scope of the study
	

	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 and summarizes the objectives, methodology, and key findings. Minor language polishing is recommended.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The interpretation of results, particularly the comparison between static and dynamic wind responses, is technically reasonable. No fundamental scientific errors were identified.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally relevant and recent. The reference list should be carefully revised to remove duplicates.
	

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


	Professional English language editing is strongly recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Units should be checked carefully (e.g., material density is incorrectly given as g/cm² instead of g/cm³). Figure captions should be more descriptive.
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