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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.


	The manuscript addresses the interfacial bond performance between new and existing concrete, focusing on three essential parameters in this field. However, the explanations and analyses provided are insufficient in depth and scope to qualify the work as a comprehensive review paper.
	

	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.


	The abstract requires revision.; however, on line 3, the authors state that “the findings indicate that…,” which is inappropriate for a review article. This section should instead summarize the scope, objectives, and significance of the reviewed studies. The identified research gaps should be clearly articulated at the end of the introduction or literature review. The paragraphs beginning with “Current research still exhibits…” and “Future research should focus…” should be removed, as they shift the emphasis away from the present work. The authors should instead focus on clarifying what this review contributes, why it is important, and how it advances understanding of interfacial bond performance between new and existing concrete.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript requires substantial revision to meet the standards of a scientific publication.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	While the number of references is sufficient, their recency is lacking. The authors are strongly encouraged to incorporate more recent studies from 2024 and 2025 to ensure the work reflects current developments in the field.
	

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


	The overall tone and writing style should be revised to achieve a more formal and academic presentation.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The authors have identified three essential key aspects in the abstract—(1) Interface treatment, (2) Material modifications, and (3) Multifactorial synergistic design. Please ensure that these three aspects are addressed clearly and consistently throughout the manuscript, following the same order. It is strongly recommended to create separate sections for each key point and provide detailed discussions accordingly.

· Please remove the “0” before Introduction—the introduction section is not necessary to be numbered.
All summary paragraphs currently placed at the end of each section should be removed and instead combined into a single, comprehensive summary presented in the Conclusion section (preferably in bullet-point format for clarity).

· Ensure that citations are presented in proper numerical order throughout the manuscript. For example, on page 6, the paragraph discussing Zanotti and Randl [34] is followed by references [12] and [25]; these should instead appear sequentially ([12], [25], then [34]). Please review and correct this issue throughout the paper. You can start your explanations based on the reference orders.

· Each literature explanation should be expanded and deepened to include the main findings and their relevance to the three key points mentioned in the abstract. Brief or one-sentence summaries are insufficient to demonstrate the significance or impact of each study.

· Finally, ensure that all section numbers and titles follow a standard academic format for consistency and readability.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No
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