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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.


	This work is important for the scientific and engineering communities, particularly in the domains of civil engineering and sustainability. It promotes material reuse, helping reduce construction waste and carbon footprint. The reuse of GFRP bars, while maintaining structural integrity, represents a promising shift towards a circular economy in the construction industry. This can have direct policy implications and support eco-friendly construction in both developed and developing countries.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and reflects the content of the article clearly.


	

	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. However, the last sentence could be strengthened (i.e., the reuse of GFRP bars under full-scale testing conditions and the observed sustainability benefits).

Suggested revision:

"These results highlight the superior durability and reusability of GFRP bars and their potential to enhance the sustainability of reinforced concrete structures, marking a significant step toward the practical reuse of composite materials in construction."


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. It demonstrates proper experimental design, comprehensive testing, and robust comparative analysis with theoretical models and prior studies. The assumptions, failure modes, and structural behaviour are appropriately evaluated.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are mostly sufficient and include relevant recent literature. However, the authors may consider adding more international case studies or applications of reused composite materials (e.g., GFRP reuse in bridge decks or marine structures) if available, to broaden the context.
	

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


	Yes, the language is mostly suitable for scholarly communication. However, there are several instances of long sentences and minor grammatical issues. A careful proofreading for clarity and conciseness is recommended.

Examples for improvement:

“Due to this, the GFRP bar in the failed member may remain intact…” → “As a result, GFRP bars in failed members often remain intact…”

“This key distinction highlights…” → “This distinction highlights…”
	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures (particularly the load-deflection curves and failure modes) are helpful but would benefit from clearer labelling and better resolution.                                                                                                                                The stress-strain comparison between reused and virgin GFRP bars is valuable and could be emphasized more in the conclusion section.                                                                                                                                         Ensure all units are consistently presented (e.g., spacing between values and units: 23.1 N/mm² instead of 23.1N/mm²).
(Justification: The paper is technically sound, relevant, and well-executed, but requires slight language polishing and enhancement of some figures.)
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