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	PART  1: Review Comments


	Compulsory REVISION 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	This manuscript provides a valuable analysis of architectural typologies and design principles employed in Hue's Imperial Palace, giving insights into the Nguyen Dynasty's architectural practices and philosophy. The detailed examination of floor plan regulations contribute to a deeper understanding of the symbolic meanings embedded within the special  function  buildings as palace, worship hall with view into Twin-Ridge Beam Building construction methods.the manuscript is a valuable contribution to the field of architectural history, particularly for those studying Vietnamese architecture and the Nguyen Dynasty. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title:"Design Principle of Hue Imperial Palace, Nguyen Dynasty (1802-1945), Vietnam - Analyzing Design Methods of the Floor Plans"is too long and the subtitle focusing solely on "Floor Plans" makes the scope seem too narrow. The essay appears to discuss broader design principles beyond just floor plans. More concise and engaging titles that better reflect the content could be: "Spatial Order and Symbolism in the Hue Imperial Palace," "Design Principles of the Nguyen Dynasty's Imperial Palace

	

	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 a good start, but could be improved with a few revisions :
-- will suggest a clear and theoretical framework as a foundational lens to understand &analyse the manuscript. The Abstract is not well structured it should be sequentially arranged for scholarly writing , clearly stating summary of Introduction, aim and objectives, Literature review, to ethodology, results ,discussions  and conclusion. I will further suggest analysis of research question objectives driving analysis of Twin Building and why its analysis is important.
--Summarize key findings: Instead of just listing research methods, mention one or two specific findings about design units, parametric factors, or the designing process
removal of previous paper reference from the abstract. 
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	The subsections and structure of the manuscript does not appear to be well-structured for a scholarly writing. Though, it has the abstract and conclusion,  Ideally, it should have the introduction, Literature review, Methodology, Results, Discussions.With each section providing a clear and detailed explanation of the research problem, existing knowledge, methods used, and findings
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	While the abstract suggests a rigorous methodology using historical documents, site surveys, dimensional analysis, and expert interviews, a thorough review of the full text, including data analysis methods and conclusions drawn, is necessary to determine its scientific soundness and technical rigor. Claims of providing "an important database" and "scientific material" would need to be substantiated by the research findings presented in the complete manuscript.  
Additionally, the authors acknowledge the shortcomings, like missing details about interior structures and dimensions in the historical records. The attempt to correlate building types and scales, despite the data limitations, suggests a rigorous approach with floor plan analysis of the spatial and Column arrangement as show in Fig 12 &13. Their efforts to cross-reference historical data with on-site measurements and interviews with traditional carpenters further strengthen the manuscript's potential for scientific soundness.
Methods used to overcome data limitations and the conclusions drawn from the available evidences must be easily accessible. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The References used are not recent enough, some are more than 10 years which is quite Obsolete. More recent references should be added to make helpful for upcoming researchers
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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

	
The language and English quality of the manuscript appear to need improvement before it is suitable for scholarly communication. There are instances of awkward phrasing, grammatical errors, and inconsistent capitalization. For example, phrases like "we would introduce in general" and "The Architecture includes the existing heritage buildings" could be more concise and academically phrased. Additionally, the overuse of abbreviations, even after terms have been fully introduced, can hinder readability. 




	

	Optional/General comments

	
The manuscript is generally well written and useful to the scientific community. But, I'll suggest a thorough proofreading and editing process.


	















	PART  2: 


	
	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? 

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


There are no glaring ethical issues evident in the manuscript. However, a few potential concerns warrant attention:

· Cultural Sensitivity: The analysis of architectural elements connected to "Yang" and "Yin" concepts requires careful handling. The authors should avoid generalizations or misinterpretations of these deeply rooted cultural and philosophical beliefs. Consulting with cultural experts or historians specializing in Vietnamese beliefs would be beneficial.
· Acknowledgement of Data Limitations: The manuscript acknowledges some data limitations, but it's crucial to transparently address how these limitations might affect the interpretation of results and conclusions.  For instance, the authors should clearly state if missing data on interior structures could impact their analysis of design principles.
· Objectivity in Interpretation: While the manuscript aims to analyze design principles, the authors should maintain objectivity and avoid imposing their own subjective interpretations or biases, particularly when connecting architectural features to cultural beliefs.
	




	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues sighted.
	



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






	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”
Maybe. Because I have seen similar work and can be done using libraries.

I have no competing interest as a reviewer.




	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:


	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )   6

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)
	






	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
While the manuscript presents a promising investigation into the "Trung Thiem Diep Oc" architectural style, it requires substantial revisions to improve clarity, language quality, methodological transparency, and the substantiation of claims to meet scholarly publishing standards.
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