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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	Please write a few sentences regarding the
	The manuscript is important for the scientific
	

	importance of this manuscript for the scientific
	community because it addresses the combined
	

	community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may
	effect of flood discharge and seismic excitation on
	

	be required for this part.
	prestressed gate piers, a problem of high relevance
	

	
	for the safety of hydraulic structures in seismic
	

	
	regions. Its focus on the use of a tuned mass
	

	
	damper	provides	a	practical	passive-control
	

	
	strategy	to	reduce	structural	displacement
	

	
	demands	under	extreme	coupled	loading
	

	
	conditions. The study also contributes numerical
	

	
	evidence on how vibration reduction efficiency
	

	
	varies spatially along the gate pier, which may help
	

	
	improve future design and assessment procedures.
	

	
	Overall,	the	work	has	potential	value	for
	

	
	researchers and engineers interested in seismic
	

	
	protection,	fluid–structure	interaction,	and
	

	
	resilience-based	design	of	water  conservancy
	

	
	infrastructure
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory. The title is clear but could be more specific. It should mention the use of a tuned mass damper and the prestressed gate pier to better reflect the study.
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	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good. The abstract is comprehensive and includes the objective, methodology, and main numerical results. However, it is too long and should be more concise.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement. The keywords are not clearly provided in the manuscript.
They should be added and should include terms such as Tuned Mass Damper, prestressed gate pier, flood–earthquake coupling, seismic response, and vibration control.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement. The background provides useful context, but it is not well organized. Several references are only loosely related to the topic, and the introduction should focus more clearly on prestressed gate piers, TMDs, flood– earthquake coupling, and seismic response.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory. The research objective is stated, but it could be clearer and more specific. The manuscript should explicitly define the main objective, expected contribution, and, if applicable, the research hypothesis regarding the effectiveness of the TMD.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement. The literature review includes recent references, but several are not directly relevant to the manuscript. It should focus more on TMDs, prestressed gate piers, hydraulic structures, seismic response, and flood–earthquake coupling
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory. The numerical methodology is generally appropriate, as it uses finite element analysis and time-history response evaluation. However, the model description, boundary conditions, seismic input, fluid–structure interaction, and TMD parameter selection need to be explained in more detail.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: N/A = Not Applicable
.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory. The results are generally understandable and include useful tables and figures. However, some values and reduction percentages are inconsistent, and the figures/tables need clearer labels, units, and formatting.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory. The tables and figures are relevant and necessary, but their presentation needs improvement. Some captions, labels, units, and formatting should be clearer, and the figures should be enhanced for publication quality.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement. The discussion only partially relates the findings to existing literature. The authors should compare their TMD results more directly with previous studies on seismic control, hydraulic structures, and fluid–structure interaction.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory. The conclusions are generally supported by the numerical results, especially regarding displacement reduction. However, some reported values and percentages are inconsistent, and some engineering recommendations are not fully developed in the results section.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
The limitations are not clearly discussed. The manuscript should acknowledge limitations such as the lack of experimental validation, use of a single seismic record, limited sensitivity analysis, and assumptions in the finite element model.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
The number of references is acceptable, but several are
	



	Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	not directly relevant to the topic. The reference list should be corrected and focused on TMDs, prestressed gate piers, hydraulic structures, seismic analysis, and fluid–structure interaction.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript is understandable in general, but the language needs substantial editing. There are grammar problems, incomplete equations, inconsistent terminology, and awkward technical expressions that reduce clarity.
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No.
The title is generally understandable, but it should be more specific. For example add tuned mass damper
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
The abstract is comprehensive because it includes the study objective, numerical methodology, TMD design parameters, and main results. However, it could be improved by making it more concise.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No. The manuscript presents a reasonable numerical approach, but it has scientific weaknesses that must be corrected. The authors should complete the missing TMD equations, justify the model assumptions, describe the finite element model in more detail, validate the numerical results, and correct inconsistencies in the reported displacement and stress reduction percentages.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No.
The references are recent in number, but several are not sufficiently relevant to the topic. The authors should replace unrelated references with more focused literature on TMDs, prestressed gate piers, hydraulic structures, seismic response, and fluid– structure interaction
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO
	



Reviewer details:
Francisco Hector Banuelos Garcia, Universidad Autonoma del Estado de Mexico, Mexico


