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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.


	The scientific and technical community greatly value this manuscript's thorough and current summary of research developments in the field of concrete repair materials. In order to improve structural durability and sustainability, the report analyses present limitations and future research goals by methodically comparing cement-based, polymer-modified, geopolymer, and smart self-healing materials. In order to improve the functionality and lifespan of infrastructure systems around the world, it also highlights the integration of green, low-carbon, and intelligent repair technologies, providing practitioners and researchers with helpful advice. All things considered, this research helps close the gap between innovative materials and useful repair engineering.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	A Comprehensive Review on Advances in Concrete Repair Materials and Technologies
	

	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.


	Trim the introductory background slightly,Add one quantitative or specific insight
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is sound and supported by science. It thoroughly discusses the composition, workings, performance traits, and compatibility issues of several classes of concrete repair materials, such as cement-based, polymer-modified, geopolymer, and smart self-healing systems. The technical discussion is sufficiently supported by the reliable and pertinent listed references.

Strong mechanical, physical, and chemical compatibility is presented, and it complies with the most recent concrete repair research criteria. The technical details of durability characteristics, like resistance to carbonation, sulphate attack, and chloride penetration, are accurate and in line with previous research.
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	1. Xiong, J., et al. (2023). “Recent advances in sustainable cementitious repair materials: A review.” Construction and Building Materials, 389, 130635.

2. Gupta, T., & Siddique, R. (2022). “Self-healing concrete: Mechanisms, materials, and recent advances.” Journal of Building Engineering, 49, 104062.

3. Ma, Q., et al. (2021). “Performance of geopolymer repair mortars for concrete structures: A review.” Cement and Concrete Composites, 124, 104258.

4. Zhang, C., et al. (2022). “Advances in polymer-modified cementitious materials for concrete repair.” Materials Today Communications, 31, 103528.

5. Chen, B., et al. (2024). “Low-carbon and smart materials for concrete rehabilitation: Emerging trends and challenges.” Journal of Cleaner Production, 435, 139635.


	

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


	The manuscript is written in academic English that is professional and easy to understand. The paragraph organisation, sentence construction, and technical words are all suitable for a scholarly paper. The authors successfully keep the paper's logical flow and objective tone throughout.

There are a few little problems with sentence length and repetition, especially in the abstract and introduction, where a few sentences may be shortened to make them easier to read. The book would be further polished with sporadic style changes, such as cutting down on repetition and making sure that the tenses are used consistently.
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