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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

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

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a comprehensive experimental and numerical investigation of reinforced masonry behavior under diagonal compression; however, significant improvements in methodological rigor, parameter justification, statistical validation, and analytical depth are required to strengthen its scientific robustness and practical reliability.

1- Unclear articulation, Although the study combines experimental testing with a coupled damage-lasticity microplane model and cohesive zone modeling, the specific intellectual advancement beyond existing masonry FEM studies is not clearly defined. The manuscript should explicitly clarify whether its contribution lies in regional material calibration, constitutive modeling refinement, statistical validation approach, or structural performance insights.

2- Limited transparency in numerical parameter calibration. Several constitutive parameters-particularly hardening, damage evolution, and nonlocal parameters-were estimated using assumed ranges rather than experimentally derived values. The criteria for selecting these values are not sufficiently justified, reducing reproducibility and raising uncertainty about model reliability.

3- The manuscript does not include a sensitivity study assessing how variations in key material parameters affect peak load, stiffness, and displacement predictions. Without such analysis, it is difficult to evaluate the robustness and stability of the proposed model.

4- Lack of mesh convergence verification, no mesh sensitivity or convergence study is reported. Given that damage-based constitutive models can be mesh-dependent, verification of numerical stability with respect to element size is essential.

5- Displacement discrepancies insufficiently analyzed, while peak load predictions are reasonably accurate in several cases, large discrepancies in displacement predictions—particularly for 15 cm reinforced wallettes-are reported without adequate mechanical explanation. The manuscript should analyze whether these differences stem from contact modeling assumptions, material softening laws, boundary conditions, or reinforcement representation.

6- Although CZM parameters are presented, the manuscript does not clearly describe the traction-separation law adopted (bilinear, exponential, etc.), nor does it provide experimental validation of fracture energy parameters. This limits confidence in interface modeling accuracy.

7- Statistical goodness-of-fit assessment requires stronger justification. The use of the chi-square test for continuous load–displacement curves is not sufficiently justified. The transformation into frequency distributions and the assumptions underlying the test application need clearer explanation to ensure statistical validity.

8- The manuscript presents extensive experimental and numerical data but does not define unified performance indicators such as strengthening efficiency ratio, ductility index, stiffness degradation factor, or normalized shear improvement. This limits the clarity of comparative assessment between 12 cm and 15 cm specimens.

9- Although the study highlights the benefits of welded mesh reinforcement, it does not provide quantitative discussion on cost implications, constructability considerations, or comparison with alternative strengthening techniques. A brief techno-economic perspective would enhance practical relevance.

10- Limited discussion of long-term structural performance. Issues such as durability of mortar coatings, corrosion protection of welded mesh, and performance under cyclic or seismic loading are not sufficiently explored, despite their importance for real-world applications.

11- While Mexican standards are cited, the manuscript does not explicitly evaluate how the findings align with or potentially inform existing code provisions. A clearer linkage to normative implications would strengthen the study’s applied impact.

12- Future research directions remain broad and non-prioritized. The recommendations section would benefit from a structured research roadmap identifying specific high-impact areas such as cyclic loading validation, full-scale wall testing, advanced interface characterization, or probabilistic calibration approaches.

13- Several graphs and tables provide detailed numerical outputs but do not sufficiently distill trends, performance thresholds, or decision-support insights. Greater synthesis and interpretative commentary would improve clarity.
	


	PART  2: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	
	


Reviewer Details:
Moafaq. K. Shiea Al-Ghezi, University of Technology – Iraq, Iraq.

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

