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Answers to the Comments from Reviewer A:
The comments of Reviewer A were given in the pdf file. Changes are made in the revised manuscript, while the Reviewer’s comments are listed here, along with Authors’ answers. 
1. Page 3, line 13 - Which diameter? Inner, outer? The meaning of sentence is clear, but better to specify which diameter.
The size mentioned in this sentence, 300 mm, is nominal diameter. It is made clear in the revised manuscript, and also external diameter corresponding to DN300 is given (323.9 mm). 

2. Page 4, line 2 - No reference for this?
References related to pipeline damage by fatigue and creep are added to the revised manuscript.
3. Page 4, line 15 - test specimens instead of testing geometries.

This change is made in the revised manuscript. 

4. Page 5, line 14-16 - This last sentence is not clear. If the ratio is relatively close to the value 1, that means that wall thickness is THIN, not thick as mentioned in text.
This sentence is now rephrased - we wanted to emphasize the difference between the previously examined specimens, which were cut from the plates and had significantly thicker walls in comparison with the present ones, cut from the seam pipe. The ratio of external to internal diameter was 1.13 (specimens cut from plates), while its value is around 1.04 in the present work. 
5. Table 1 – Not cited.

We gave the reference for the chemical composition in the revised manuscript. 
6. Table 2 – Tensile properties are measured by authors or? If yes, please give some details about specimen dimensions, stress - strain curve, etc. If these data are from some paper, standard or similar, give the reference.

These are the values from manufacturer’s inspection certificate for the considered pipes, which is clarified in the revised manuscript (reference is also added). 
7. Page 7, line 6 – Reference for mentioned?
References for uneven shape of the fatigue pre-crack front in ring shaped specimens are added to this paragraph. 
8. Figure 2 - Because there are D,W and B for specimen, it is more clear to name this figure: Specimen geometry, notch dimensions and...
Thank you, we accepted this recommendation!
9. Table 3 - Those are values listed in standard? What about real values of specimen, is there any deviation?
Nominal values for diameter and wall thickness were given in this table. In the revised manuscript, these values are replaced by measured diameter and wall thickness. 
10. Table 3 - Why those values for width of specimen W?
The width of the specimen W depends on the ratio W/B and the wall thickness. Two values of this ratio are used, 4 and 6, and the specimen width directly depends on it. This is clarified in the revised manuscript. 
11. Table 3 – Ref. for the value S?
The distance between the supports is determined in accordance with the standard ASTM E1820 for SENB specimens (as 90% of the specimen external diameter in this case). The reference is added to Table 3. 
12. Figure 3 - Better to put larger image and clearly mark the CMOD and CTOD (d5)!
Thank you, we accepted this recommendation and changed the figure in accordance with it. 
13. Page 9, line 6 - This is not CTOD but CTOD (d5) which is directly measured?
Yes, this is right, and it is made clear in the revised manuscript.
14. Page 9, line 15 - maybe some reference for measurement "on field"?
References for the application of stereometric measurement in industry (production and exploitation conditions) are added to the manuscript. 

15. Figure 7 - It is more common to put displacement (CMOD) on abscissa and force on ordinate.
This figure is changed in accordance with the Reviewer’s comment. 
Answers to the Comments from Reviewer B:

1. Show list of the literature according Instructions for Authors.

Thank you, we re-checked the reference style in accordance with the Instructions.






