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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 authors of this manuscript establish the essential link between the macroscopic performance and the microscopic mechanism of Fiber Reinforced Concrete (FRC). Utilizing Scanning Electron Microscopy (SEM) and complementary techniques such as Nuclear Magnetic Resonance (NMR), the paper provides visual evidence and quantitative data that explain why and how fibers enhance concrete properties (such as crack resistance and durability). By exploring the influence of factors like the water-cement ratio and fiber dosage at the cement-fiber interface level, the study offers critical insights for engineers and researchers aiming to optimize the composition and performance of next-generation concrete. Finally, the perspective on integrating SEM with Artificial Intelligence (neural networks) opens new horizons for the rapid and reliable prediction of material strength.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is informative and accurate; it clearly mentions the primary subject, specifies the properties under investigation, includes the key research method indicating a microscopic approach, and incorporates 'Research progress,' signifying a synthesis of the current state of knowledge.
	

	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 adequate but not entirely comprehensive. While it clearly establishes the core subject and the primary methodology (SEM), it would benefit from the inclusion of a crucial element developed in Sections 2 and 3. The missing point that defines the breadth of the research progress is the integration of SEM with other technologies. The article is not solely limited to SEM but incorporates fundamental studies that utilize Nuclear Magnetic Resonance (NMR) and BP neural networks to achieve a comprehensive characterization. The addition of a phrase is therefore suggested to mention this synergy with other technologies, as this is a defining feature of the progress analyzed in the manuscript (Section 3).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and reflects a solid understanding of current research in the field of composite materials. The authors synthesize validated knowledge, employ appropriate methodologies, and provide interpretations that support the current scientific consensus regarding Fiber Reinforced Concrete (FRC)..
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient, highly pertinent, and exceptionally recent.
	

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


	While the scientific content of the manuscript is robust, the quality of the English language is not consistently optimal for high-level scholarly communication. The manuscript remains perfectly intelligible and conveys the scientific concepts accurately, yet it exhibits several characteristics that suggest a professional language editing review would be beneficial.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Based on the analysis, several observations could be useful for the authors in refining and strengthening the manuscript:

1) Consolidation of the conclusion section: The Conclusion (Section 4) currently functions more as a 'Future Perspectives' section and an advocacy piece for SEM technology, rather than a firm synthesis of the results. We suggest adding a distinct, concise, and impactful paragraph at the beginning of Section 4 that numerically and directly summarizes the key findingss derived from the analyzed studies.

2) Explicit micro-macro correlation: While the authors aim to establish the link between microstructure and macrostructure, this correlation is occasionally implicit. We recommend that in the fiber sections (2.1, 2.2), a more explicit transitional sentence be included immediately following the SEM description to clearly connect the observed micro-phenomena to the resultant macroscopic mechanical properties.

3) Elucidation of hybrid fiber mechanism: Section 3.A references hybrid fiber concrete (basalt + polypropylene + fly ash). If the original studies permit, it would be beneficial to briefly explain the synergistic mechanism of the hybrid mixture: why the combination of fibers outperforms a single fiber (e.g., short polypropylene fibers controlling shrinkage microcracks, while basalt fibers address structural cracking). This brief explanation would significantly enrich the analysis.

4) Figure presentation and labeling: Figure references are sometimes incomplete (e.g., Figs. 5 and 6 lack a textual legend, although captions are present beneath the images; axes are not clearly labeled). Please ensure that all figures have a clear and descriptive legend within the manuscript text and are referenced sequentially.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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