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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 offers important insights into the stability of steel pipe column-Berger beam systems, crucial for bridge construction. By analyzing buckling, semi-rigid connections, and initial defects, it provides practical guidance for designing safer and more efficient structures. Its findings have the potential to enhance structural reliability and inform future research in this area.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is clear but somewhat generic. It could be improved to better reflect the study's focus on buckling analysis, semi-rigid connections, and defect impacts.
Alternative:

"Investigating Stability and Structural Behavior of Steel Pipe Column-Berger Beam Systems"
	

	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 but lacks key details that make it comprehensive. While it mentions the methods and some results, it does not sufficiently emphasize the novelty of the study, the significance of the findings, or their practical applications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically correct in its methodology and approach. It employs finite element analysis, which is an appropriate and widely accepted tool for studying buckling, semi-rigid connections, and defect impacts in structural systems. The descriptions of buckling analysis, load-displacement relationships, and semi-rigid connection modeling are coherent and align with established principles in structural engineering.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references listed in the manuscript cover a reasonable range of topics related to scaffolding systems, stability, and semi-rigid connections.
	

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


	While the technical content is understandable, there are several issues with grammar, sentence structure, and word choice that impact readability and professionalism. The language of the article requires some improvement. Details of this are given in the section below (Part 2)
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Grammar and Sentence Clarity:

· Several sentences require refinement for better grammar and flow. For example, in the Abstract, phrases like "it is very necessary to conduct stability research on it" could be rephrased as "conducting stability research on this system is crucial."

· The Introduction has overly long sentences that can be broken down for clarity.

· Words such as "elemenxt" in Section 1 indicate typographical errors.

Figures:

· Figures are presented but not consistently referred to in the text. For instance, Fig 1 is shown but lacks sufficient in-text reference to its relevance in the section.

· Descriptions of figures such as Fig 2 need to clearly explain their significance to the results discussed.
Results Clarity:

· The results, such as the load-displacement curves and buckling modes, are presented, but the interpretation lacks depth. More explanation on their implications for the design of the support system would enhance clarity.

· The discussion on the increase in ultimate bearing capacity under semi-rigid conditions needs stronger connection to practical applications.

Discussion and Literature Integration:

· The results are insufficiently compared with findings from cited references. For example, the buckling analysis results could be better contextualized with studies like those by Peng et al. (References [5] and [6]).

· The study would benefit from a more critical discussion on how initial defects and semi-rigid connections impact long-term stability, as supported by prior research.

Novelty:

· The study provides a solid analysis but lacks a clear articulation of its novelty. Highlighting what differentiates this work from existing studies on buckling and semi-rigid connections is essential.

Suggestions for Improvement:

· Clearly state the novel contribution of this work in comparison to previous studies.

· Integrate references to the figures directly in the analysis and discussion for better coherence.

· Enhance the discussion of results by linking findings more explicitly to the design implications and prior literature.

· Revise typographical and grammatical issues throughout the text for improved readability.


	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? 


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

None that I’ve noticed
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	None that I’ve noticed
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	None that I’ve noticed
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “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)
	8
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	Author’s Feedback
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