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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 describes various types of structural damping systems, isolation devices and energy absorbers. Methods of hybrid seismic isolation system is described, but the effectiveness to real time structure is not quoted.
The authors of the paper have just described on the various systems, but the application to super high rise structures is not found. 


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	An overview of seismic isolation technology for high-rise buildings

	

	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 comprehensive to the current study. But, the point on  “the hybrid application method of shock absorption and isolation combines the advantages of both, which not only reduces the transmission of seismic energy, but also improves the overall stability of the structure” does not substantiate the content described in the manuscript.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is more like theory, and does holds any proof to be considered as a method article. The authors can provide some pictorial real structure demonstration to explain the various techniques and how the hybrid approach could improve on the seismic performance of high-rise structures.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	More references can be added to explain the technology and review on different approaches followed by researchers globally.
	

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


	Quality of writing has to be improved for possible publishing in journal. Many sentences are not grammatically correct. Proof check is suggested for the article.mn
	

	Optional/General comments


	Analytical or numerical simulation in software can be made to understand on the know how of the performance of high rise structures to lateral forces.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	Plagiarism check is necessitated. 
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