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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 is dealing with the important interactions between soil, bridge abutment and underpinning ground in case of seismic loading on the structure. This is an important issue because the safety of bridges during the earthquake loading is of crucial importance to their stability. The authors used the finite elements modelling with the respective software to assess the linear and nonlinear influence. They perform their analysis on a real bridge and real seismic influence by three earthquakes affecting the structure. Two of them are strong (M>7.0) and one weaker but closely located. All obtained results are presented in a table which gives the possibility to the reader to compare the seismic effects and the respective reactions. The conclusions are consistent with the physical expectation about the seismic influence on the bridge. 

	

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

	Yes. It is suitable and reflects the content of the chapter

	

	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 content of the Abstract is well situated and reflects the main topics of the chapter. 
Will be clearer for the non-specialists to mention the meaning of PCC in the initial sentence of the Abstract.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes. It is correct.  The methodology and software used are correct. The initial data permits the replication of the calculations and modelling. The conclusions are relevant to the research results confirmed by the figures and tables. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are sufficient and more of them reflects recent research, publications and software usage.
	

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

	
The language is clear and understandable for specialists and wider public. The seismic design engineers can use the approach in their everyday practice. 



	

	Optional/General comments

	
Good paper with practical results. They can be used in design practice of the bridge engineers working in seismic environment.

The introduction of abreviations initialy is a better practice, but it depends on the Authors’wish. 
	




	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)
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