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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	This manuscript is important because it studies how two-way concrete slabs behave when reinforced with reused GFRP bars. The research shows that reused GFRP bars can perform nearly the same as new GFRP bars. Using reused bars can reduce construction waste and lower material costs without affecting safety or strength. The study adds useful information to the limited research on reused FRP reinforcement.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and clearly reflects the scope, materials, and objectives of the study.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is clear and comprehensive. It summarizes the objective, methodology, key results, and conclusions of the study. No major additions or deletions are required.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The experimental methods, theoretical analysis, and interpretation of results are consistent with established standards and design codes. 
	

	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.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and understandable. Missing unit consistency and unclear phrasing. 
For example, 

1. Abstract-The Young’s modulus of elasticity was 50.02 N/mm2 and 41.34 N/mm2 for the 8mm and 12 respectively.
2. Introduction-full recovery of strength upon load release (Kankam et al., 2025).

3.Introduction- (Boateng et al., 2024; Tackie, 2025).

4. Discussion Section- Incorrect table reference (Table 6 does not exist; should be Table 4). The experimental results presented in Table 4 show.
5. Results Section- The average tensile strength of 800 N/mm² for the 12 mm bar, as shown in Table 3 . 

6. Spelling error: “SPACIMENS”
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study is well structured and presents useful experimental results. Figures and tables are clear and support the discussion effectively. 
Minor grammatical corrections are recommended to further improve clarity and readability.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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