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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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 important for the scientific community because it investigates the influence of nonlinear layered soil–structure interaction on the wind-induced response
of tall irregular reinforced concrete buildings. This topic is relevant because conventional fixed-base analysis may
underestimate key response parameters such as lateral
displacement, storey drift, time period, and foundation pressure. By comparing fixed-base, homogeneous soil, and layered soil models, the study provides useful insight into how realistic soil conditions can affect structural performance. Overall, the work may contribute to safer and more reliable design approaches for high-rise buildings subjected to dynamic wind forces.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback
	(Revision of the
	

	
	
	Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Title: 4 = Good
The title is clear and appropriate, although it could be slightly shorter and more polished.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Abstract: 3 = Satisfactory
The abstract covers the objective, methodology, and main findings, but it should include clearer quantitative results and improve language quality.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Keywords: 3 = Satisfactory
The keywords are relevant, but they should be more specific, for example: soil–structure interaction, layered soil, irregular RC building, dynamic wind loading.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Background information: 3 = Satisfactory
The background is relevant, but it is somewhat general and repetitive. It should be more focused on the gap related to wind-induced response with nonlinear layered SSI.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Objectives/hypotheses: 3 = Satisfactory
The objective is understandable, but it should be stated more explicitly and separately from the general introduction.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Literature review: 3 = Satisfactory
The literature review is broad and includes recent references, but several studies are more related to seismic response or TMDs than to wind-induced SSI.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Methodology: 3 = Satisfactory
The methodology is generally appropriate, but the soil spring calibration, nonlinear parameters, wind load time-history/dynamic procedure, and validation require more detail.
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	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Ethical issues: N/A = Not Applicable
The study is numerical and does not involve human participants, animals, or sensitive personal data.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Results: 3 = Satisfactory
The results are understandable and include useful comparisons, but there are some inconsistencies and wording errors that should be corrected.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Tables and figures: 3 = Satisfactory
The tables and figures are relevant, but some figures are low quality and captions/numbering should be improved.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Discussion: 2 = Needs Improvement
The discussion mostly describes the results but does not sufficiently relate the findings to previous studies or explain the engineering implications in depth.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Conclusions: 3 = Satisfactory
The conclusions are generally supported by the data, but they should be more concise and should avoid overgeneralizing from a single building and soil profile.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Limitations: 4 = Good
The limitations are clearly discussed, including the single building model, one soil profile, spring-based SSI modeling, and lack of validation.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	References: 3 = Satisfactory
The number of references is sufficient and many are recent, but some should be checked for relevance, accuracy, and direct connection with wind-induced SSI.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	Language: 2 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript is understandable, but it requires substantial English editing for grammar, repetition, terminology, and scientific clarity.
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (
	It is mandatory that authors
	

	
	
	should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The title is suitable because it reflects the main topic: nonlinear structural response, tall irregular building, layered soil interaction, and dynamic wind forces.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The abstract includes the background, objective, methodology, and main findings. However, it could be improved by adding clearer quantitative results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The general approach is acceptable, but the manuscript needs stronger scientific rigor. The authors should better explain the nonlinear soil spring calibration, wind dynamic procedure, model validation, and correct inconsistencies in results and wording.
The manuscript addresses a relevant topic and presents useful comparative results for fixed-base, homogeneous soil, and nonlinear layered soil models. However, it requires substantial improvement in methodological detail, nonlinear soil calibration, dynamic wind-load explanation, validation, language quality, and consistency of results before it can be considered for publication.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The references are sufficient in number and include recent studies, although some should be checked for direct relevance to wind-induced SSI.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No. The manuscript is based on numerical modeling and does not involve human participants, animals, or sensitive personal data.
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