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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 for the scientific community because it systematically presents the progress of research on FRP-reinforced concrete structures. It contributes to a deeper understanding of their mechanical properties, bond behavior, and long-term durability. The findings provide a foundation for revising existing design methods and support wider application of FRP reinforcement in aggressive environments. Moreover, it highlights future research directions that are crucial for further development and standardization in civil engineering practice.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The article title “Research Progress on FRP Reinforced Concrete Structures” is clear and informative, but it may be considered somewhat general. It conveys the topic well, yet does not sufficiently emphasize the focus on mechanical properties, bonding behavior, and application prospects, which are the key elements of the manuscript.
A more precise alternative title could be: “Advances in Mechanical Properties and Bonding Behavior of FRP-Reinforced Concrete Structures.”

	

	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 well-structured, but it could be more concise. At present, it contains too many technical details that could be shortened, while the practical significance and implications for design codes should be emphasized more clearly. It would also be useful to highlight the limitations and challenges of FRP application in practice, making the conclusion stronger and more relevant for the scientific community.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically well-structured and based on relevant research. It clearly presents the mechanical properties of FRP reinforcement, bonding behavior with concrete, and the performance of structural elements, supported by experimental results and existing literature. There are no obvious contradictions or inaccurate claims, and the conclusions align with the data provided. However, certain sections could be further strengthened by emphasizing limitations and practical challenges, which would enhance the overall scientific precision.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and cover relevant studies, but some are older and could be complemented with more recent work from the last 3–5 years. Including newer studies on long-term durability and fire performance of FRP would strengthen the scientific foundation of the manuscript.
	

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

	The language of the manuscript is generally appropriate for scholarly communication, with clear use of technical terminology and a formal academic tone. However, there are occasional long sentences and minor stylistic issues that could be refined to improve clarity and readability. Polishing these sections would further enhance the overall quality of the text.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript is well-structured and relevant, but the abstract could be more concise and recent references should be added to strengthen its scientific impact.
	















	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No ethical issues are present in the manuscript.


	




	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues are apparent.
	



	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No plagiarism is suspected, so no proofs or links are required.
	






	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:


	 “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”




	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:


	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 
Accept As It Is: (>9-10)
Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8)
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)
Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback
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