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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	This manuscript is highly relevant as it addresses the challenges of seismic resistance in super high-rise buildings, an essential aspect of modern urban development in earthquake-prone areas. By exploring seismic isolation technology, the study contributes to safer building practices, which are critical for mitigating damage and protecting lives during earthquakes. The combination of isolation and damping techniques offers innovative insights that could reshape seismic design strategies globally. The focus on the hybrid application of technologies adds practical value by presenting a more comprehensive approach to seismic performance improvement.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, "An overview of seismic isolation technology for super high and rise buildings," is slightly unclear and grammatically awkward. A more precise and professional title would be: "Advancements in Seismic Isolation Technologies for Super 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 provides a general overview of the study's relevance and methodologies but lacks specificity about key findings and their implications. Adding a brief mention of the comparative advantages of hybrid systems over traditional methods and highlighting any significant case studies or practical applications would improve its comprehensiveness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically accurate and well-supported by references. It systematically discusses various seismic design methods, the challenges of traditional approaches, and the potential of hybrid systems. However, more quantitative data or simulations demonstrating the effectiveness of proposed methods would strengthen its scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant but somewhat limited in scope, with many sources focusing on Chinese studies and a few from broader international contexts. Incorporating more recent and diverse references, especially from globally recognized journals, would enhance the manuscript's credibility and appeal.
	

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


	The language is functional but contains numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and inconsistencies that hinder readability. For example, phrases like "shock absorption or shock insulation" could be rephrased for clarity. A thorough edit by a professional native English speaker is recommended to ensure suitability for scholarly communication.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	The manuscript does not present any apparent ethical concerns. It focuses on the development and application of seismic isolation technologies, which are technical and engineering-related topics, and does not involve human or animal subjects, nor does it address sensitive ethical dilemmas.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	The manuscript does not disclose any potential conflicts of interest or competing interests. 
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	There is no evidence within the manuscript to suggest plagiarism based on the provided document.
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	7.5 (Major Revision)

The manuscript addresses an important topic and presents a well-structured discussion on seismic isolation technologies. However, significant revisions are required to improve the abstract's comprehensiveness, refine the title for clarity, expand the reference base with more recent and diverse sources, and address the language issues that impact readability. While the scientific content is sound, the manuscript's presentation and analysis need enhancement to meet the standards of scholarly communication.
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