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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 (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 important to the scientific community because it identifies that the main challenge is no longer technological development, but the integration of existing innovations into infrastructure management. By introducing an analytical framework for balancing durability, inspectability, and cost, the paper offers a practical decision-making tool. It shifts the research focus from invention to implementation, which is essential for sustainable infrastructure.
	

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

	Yes, the title is appropriate because it clearly reflects the paper’s focus on the disconnect between technological advancement and its implementation in post-tensioned concrete bridge systems. While slightly long, it effectively captures the key themes and scope of the research.
	

	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.

	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive and clearly structured - it provides an overview of the research objective, applied methodology, key findings, and the proposed framework. It is particularly commendable that the author explicitly emphasizes the systemic nature of the problem rather than reducing it to technical challenges.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology is clearly defined, following the PRISMA protocol with validated inclusion criteria and a systematic analysis of 95 relevant studies. The author consistently supports conclusions with technical sources, quantitative data, and analytical frameworks. The argumentation is logical, and the presentation of results is transparent and aligned with scientific standards.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are extensive, relevant, and up-to-date covering 95 studies published between 2010 and 2024, with strong representation from key regions and disciplines. The manuscript includes sources on materials, monitoring, NDT methods, and infrastructure management.
For added depth, it may be useful to include:
· Eurocode 2 and 7 for concrete and geotechnical design standards.
· CEN/TS 13791 for in-situ concrete strength assessment.
· ISO 13822 for evaluation of existing structures, especially regarding monitoring and inspection.
These additions would strengthen the connection between research findings and standardized engineering practice.

	

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

	Yes, the language in the manuscript is appropriate for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript is thematically relevant, methodologically rigorous, and offers a concrete contribution through an analytical framework that can enhance infrastructure management practices. It is recommended for publication with only minor stylistic refinements.
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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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