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	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.


	1- The study's importance lies in its comparison of GFRP and steel reinforcement in both high-strength and normal-strength concrete slabs, providing practical insights into flexural behavior, crack width, deflection, and strain characteristics. The comparison with international design codes (CSA S806-12, ACI 440, Eurocode 

2- The paper investigates the flexural behavior of RC slabs using both GFRP and steel reinforcement in combination with NSC and HSC, incorporating silica fume. It also compares experimental results with multiple international codes (ACI 440, CSA S806-12, Eurocode 2).

3-  Comparing NSC and HSC was valuable

3- 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, 
	

	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.


	Partially

Clarify the significance of silica fume (its role is mentioned but not emphasized).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, with minor issues.
The experimental design is sound, the methods are appropriate, and the results are well-analyzed. Code comparisons support the experimental findings. However, the manuscript lacks mention of replication or statistical validation, and the discussion on the individual role of silica fume is underdeveloped. These are not fatal flaws but areas for improvement.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes.
The manuscript cites a large number of references, many of which are relevant, peer-reviewed, and recent

	

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


	No, it requires revision.
While the scientific content is solid, the English language is not currently acceptable for publication without editing. The manuscript suffers from:

Grammatical errors.

Poor sentence structure.

Inconsistent tense usage.

Non-technical phrasing in several areas.

A professional English language revision is highly recommended before final acceptance.


	

	Optional/General comments


	1-Grade 500 or grade 460 which one was used ,in paragraph grade 500 was written while the table 2 belongs to Grade460

2-Add properties of superplasticizer

3- Table 1 has properties of GFRP not mix proportional as written

4- Add specification of slump test

5- Ultimate load was nearly the same in F30 and F70, why although F30 was normal and F70 was high strength concrete

6- Why the experimental crack is higher than prediction, need explanation
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