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	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 an experimental and analytical investigation of reinforced concrete (RC) beams strengthened using a hybrid system of CFRP laminates, GFRP bars, mechanical anchorage system (MAS) plates, and concrete jacketing. Such hybrid strengthening systems are not extensively studied in literature, and the work provides meaningful insights into flexural performance, crack behaviour, and failure mechanisms. Importantly, the proposed analytical formula for flexural moment capacity demonstrates strong agreement with experimental results, offering a valuable contribution for practitioners and researchers. This work has direct implications for extending service life and safety of existing RC structures.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally clear and descriptive. However, it is slightly long. A more concise alternative could be:
“Experimental and Analytical Study on Structural Behaviour of RC Beams Retrofitted with a Hybrid System of CFRP, GFRP, MAS Plates, and Concrete Jacketing”. “Analytical” should be used in place of “Numerical”, since no Finite Element Method (Computational technique) was used.
	

	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 comprehensive and covers objectives, methods, results, and contributions. However, it may benefit from a clearer statement of novelty (i.e., first-time hybrid combination of CFRP, GFRP, MAS plates, and jacketing). Also, the conclusion in the abstract should emphasize the significance of the proposed formula and its validation. Finally, a reduction of detail on beam dimensions may improve readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound. The experimental program is well-structured, with appropriate specimen design, control specimens, and comparisons against BS8110 code. Crack behaviour, failure modes, and load-deflection analyses are discussed in sufficient detail. The proposed analytical model is validated against experimental results, which strengthens the contribution. However, the following issues need improvement;

The discussion section is extensive but could be more focused, avoiding repetition of results. Also, the role of MAS plates is stated as only to grip GFRP bars, but further discussion on their anchorage efficiency and limitations would strengthen the analysis.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are recent and adequate, with most citations from 2017–2024. A few improvements are recommended;

Some references are incomplete or truncated (e.g., Cai et al., 2017 has a missing page range/DOI). Also, consistency in author names and citation style (ensure all authors are listed as required by the journal).
	

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


	The English is generally understandable, but there are frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and long sentences that affect readability. For example, phrases such as “in the cause of revision of the codes of practice” should be revised to “during revisions of structural design codes.” A thorough language polishing is required before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The figures are informative, but their quality and labeling (captions, axis labels, font size) need improvement for clarity. 

The tables should be formatted uniformly; some values are difficult to interpret due to inconsistent alignment. 

A separate “Limitations and Future Work” section would add value, highlighting the constraints (e.g., debonding failures) and suggesting research directions such as fatigue, long-term durability, or seismic behaviour.
The manuscript is scientifically sound, novel in its hybrid retrofitting approach, and contributes meaningfully to the field. However, improvements are required in language/grammar polishing, clearer presentation of the analytical derivation and refinement of figures, tables, and references.

Once these revisions are addressed, the manuscript will be suitable for publication.
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