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	Reviewer’s comment
	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.


	The manuscript provides a comprehensive review of the experimental methods and mechanical performance of wet joint connections, which are critical for bridge industrialization and the renovation of existing structures. It specifically focuses on Z-type shear tests and flexural performance tests of joint plates, discussing the influence of interface treatment, material properties (especially UHPC), and joint geometry.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	yes
	

	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.


	yes 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	yes
	

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


	Tighten the language and fix grammar.
	

	Optional/General comments


	the manuscript is well structured. However, to enhance the overall quality and scientific rigor of the manuscript, several Minor revisions are required:

· While the paper mentions various models like the shear friction theory and tension-compression bar model, it notes a "poor adaptability" and "insufficient standardization". The authors should provide a more critical comparison or a summary table of which model is best suited for specific joint types (e.g., comb-shaped vs. dovetail).

·  The manuscript explicitly mentions that research on calculation models under dynamic loads (seismic or vehicle impact) is scarce. It would strengthen the "future outlook" section to propose specific research methodologies to address this gap.

· The study notes that increasing the height of the shear plane leads to a decrease in ultimate shear strength for UHPC joints. However, it lacks a detailed theoretical explanation for this size effect. Integrating fracture mechanics could enhance the depth of this analysis.

· Some figures and data points (e.g., error rates in Z-type tests) need clearer justification to ensure they are universally applicable and not just specific to certain cited studies.

· Ensure consistent terminology for joint types (e.g., "comb-shaped" vs. "Z-type") throughout the text to avoid confusion for readers unfamiliar with specific regional naming conventions.

· Verify that all citations in the text (e.g., [1], [4]) strictly correspond to the provided reference list at the end.

· Schematic diagrams (Figures 1-4) should be high-resolution and include clear labels for all components (precast section, wet joint area, reinforcement).
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