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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 presents a systematic investigation of the workability of polyester resin-calcite repair mortars through rheological characterization. It addresses a relevant engineering problem and demonstrates systematic variation of mix proportions. They have optimized the mortar base on workability criteria by taking high fluidity benchmark and calcite as a rheological modifier.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is appropriate
	

	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 lengthy, limit the detailed description of results to one line.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Here are some suggestions for improvement:
1. Only four mix designs were tested with no indication of replicate testing. For rheological characterization, at least triplicate measurements are essential to establish statistical validity and account for experimental variability.

2. Try to include Compressive strength, bond strength, and tensile properties.
3. The catalyst amount varies by mix (6-10 drops) but the rationale is unclear. Was this proportional to resin content? How does this affect polymerization kinetics and flow measurements?
4. Figures 1-3 (material images) add little value. Figure 9 and the flow table images would benefit from scale bars and clearer labeling.
5. The flow percentage equation should use proper mathematical formatting.
6. Mix D composition shows inconsistency: listed as 30R-70C but the mass is 150g resin + 300g calcite (this equals 33.3R-66.7C, not 30-70).
7. Section 3.1 (Results): The statement "attempts to formulate a higher filler ratio (e.g., 80% calcite 20% resin) were unsuccessful" suggests additional unreported experiments. Either include this data or remove the reference.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The no. of references is very less, try to include more related and recent references.
	

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


	The article demonstrates acceptable English skills for scholarly communications.
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