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	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 presents significant experimental data on the flexural performance of reinforced concrete slabs utilizing both high-strength and normal-strength concrete, reinforced with glass Fiber-reinforced polymer (GFRP) and steel. It emphasizes the impact of silica fume and the limitations of existing design codes in accurately predicting the behaviour of over-reinforced GFRP slabs. The findings aim to enhance design practices for durable, corrosion-resistant concrete structures and encourage the broader adoption of sustainable reinforcement materials in structural engineering.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title should be revised.

The term be revised to mineral admixtures; for instance, silica fume is classified as a mineral admixture. In this study, glass fiber reinforced polymer (GFRP) has been utilized, so the title should be updated accordingly. The main text compares GFRP and steel reinforcement; however, the current title does not adequately reflect this comparison. Additionally, high-strength concrete (HSC) and normal-strength concrete (NSC) are mentioned, but the title fails to highlight this aspect as well. Furthermore, it is recommended to use flexural behaviour rather than only behaviour. It shall conform to the main text of the paper.

 
	

	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 abstract is not well presented; it is excessively lengthy and should be shortened. Additionally, please remove the code names, as it is sufficient to explain them in the main text. Condense the description of the experimental setup within the abstract and clearly articulate the significance of this study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· In the literature review section, there are inconsistencies that are not explained. For instance, some studies report lower ultimate loads for GFRP compared to steel, while others report higher load capacities.

· The review does not clearly identify the research gap, specifically why your study is necessary. This information should be included at the end of the introduction section.

· The code predictions are not addressed in the literature. Later in the paper, the experimental results are compared with the codes; however, the literature review does not summarize the findings of earlier work regarding the conservativeness of these codes.

· The manuscript is scientifically accurate, and the experimental setup is well explained, with all relevant parameters included. The manuscript denotes the limitations of the codes used. 

· However, some sections are excessively lengthy, causing the key findings to be obscured within lengthy descriptions. Additionally, there is inconsistency in terminology, such as the use of GFRP steel bar and GFRP bar.

· The underlying cause of the larger cracks in High-Strength Concrete (HSC) is not thoroughly explained; it could be better elucidated by referencing its brittleness and lower strain capacity. Furthermore, while the effect of the reinforcement ratio is mentioned in the main text, it is not discussed in much details beyond stating that the codes are unconservative for over-reinforced Glass Fiber Reinforced Polymer (GFRP).

· Overall, the paper is scientifically sound; however, the manuscript could be enhanced by a more focused discussion of the key findings.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Over all English language needs to be improved; the grammar and scientific writing style shall be improved.
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