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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 addresses an increasingly important topic in civil and environmental engineering—the integration of waste tire rubber into hydraulic concrete to improve freeze-thaw resistance while promoting sustainable material recycling. The study contributes to the circular economy by proposing an innovative solution to the dual challenge of concrete durability in cold regions and waste tire disposal. Its comprehensive experimental, microscopic, and modeling approaches offer valuable insights into the mechanical behavior and damage mechanisms of rubberized hydraulic concrete. The work also establishes predictive models for mechanical and freeze-thaw damage behaviors, which could have significant applications in the design of sustainable water conservancy structures.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title accurately represents the scope and focus of the study—it clearly conveys both the mechanical and durability aspects of rubberized hydraulic concrete. However, it could be slightly refined for conciseness and academic appeal: “Mechanical Behavior and Freeze–Thaw Damage Modeling of Hydraulic Rubberized Concrete”
	

	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 informative, providing a clear overview of the study’s aims, methods, results, and implications. It effectively outlines both the experimental and modeling components. However, it could be improved in the following ways: Simplifying the structure by merging the “Aims” and “Study Design” sections into a more fluid narrative rather than bullet points. Adding 1–2 sentences summarizing the key findings in numerical terms (i.e., percentage improvement in freeze-thaw resistance, strength reduction range). Considering ending with a clearer statement on the potential engineering applications or policy relevance of the findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound, demonstrating a solid experimental design and theoretical modeling framework. The integration of microstructural (CT, SEM, MIP) and macro-performance analyses strengthens the validity of the conclusions. The constitutive and damage models are well-structured, with satisfactory model validation (R² > 0.9), suggesting statistical reliability. However, some sections could benefit from: more detailed explanation of data reproducibility or sample sizes; a clear distinction between original findings and literature-derived formulations and an improved discussion of the limitations or boundary conditions of the proposed models. Overall, the manuscript demonstrates high technical rigor and logical consistency.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, current, and well-distributed across both international and Chinese sources. The inclusion of works from 2022–2025 ensures topical relevance. 
	

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


	The English is clear and understandable, though it shows traces of translation from Chinese. While the technical content is conveyed effectively, the text would benefit from minor grammatical polishing and smoother sentence transitions for improved readability. Specific areas needing attention are the following: avoiding overuse of passive constructions and repetitive phrasing (i.e., “was established”), ensuring consistent use of terminology (“rubberized concrete” vs. “rubber concrete”), correcting minor formatting inconsistencies in figure and table captions. Overall, the language quality is acceptable for scholarly communication after light editing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is methodologically robust and offers both experimental and modeling advancements in rubberized concrete research. Including a graphical abstract or schematic summary of the modeling framework could make the paper more accessible to readers. The discussion could be expanded to address potential environmental or economic impacts, linking the findings to sustainable infrastructure development goals. The section numbering should be checked for consistency (some subsections, such as “4.3 Concrete Stress-Strain Relationship,” may overlap or mislabel content).
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