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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.


	The manuscript investigates using PET mesh to reinforce pavement slabs, tying waste management to the advancement of building materials. According to my review, the approach is unique but does not offer new theoretical or experimental contributions beyond previous work already published in the literature on recycled PET in concrete, even though it is pertinent to research on sustainable materials. PET has been tested as aggregates, fibers, or reinforcements in numerous related studies, with similar results in terms of energy absorption and crack resistance. There isn't much novelty here because these results have already been established by the scientific community.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	As it stands, the title accurately sums up the study but fails to identify any novel aspects. Perhaps a new title that highlights the incremental or comparative contribution would be more 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 summarizes the experiment and results adequately but fails to situate the study within current research gaps. It reads as a straightforward technical report rather than a contribution to ongoing debates in sustainable construction or pavement engineering.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The experimental design is technically sound, in my opinion. However, it has a number of drawbacks, such as scale limitations brought on by the small size of the slabs tested and a lack of statistical validation. A lack of durability assessment, which is essential for pavement engineering, and an oversimplified testing procedure that fails to adequately simulate typical vehicle or environmental loads are the main issues. These factors include fatigue, weathering, chemical intrusion, and freeze-thaw.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are limited and outdated. Most are pre-2017, with only one from 2017. No engagement with more recent work (2018–2024) on recycled plastics in concrete is evident. This weakens both the literature review and the claim of relevance.
	

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


	The language used in the manuscript is comprehensible. To increase readability and professional polish, a few minor stylistic and grammatical corrections are required.
	

	Optional/General comments


	According to my review, this study is not a journal-ready contribution, but rather an experimental project at the graduate level. It is not suitable for publication in its current form due to its lack of novelty, statistical rigor, and real-world applicability. This work may, at most, be a pilot study for a larger study plan.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Not detected

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	None reported by authors
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	Cannot be assessed here, as the manuscript was not tested with similarity-checking tools.
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”: I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.
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