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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.


	This study offers practical value in promoting circular economy approaches in construction by reusing PET waste. It also provides quantitative evidence on impact resistance improvements, which can influence design considerations for pavement slabs in developing countries.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear, concise, and reflects the content. It is suitable as it highlights both the material (PET mesh) and the property studied (impact resistance). No change needed.


	

	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 clear and informative but could be slightly improved by (1) including the number of specimens tested and (2) summarizing the compressive strength results more explicitly alongside the impact resistance.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The methodology is sound. The preparation of PET mesh, specimen casting, and test setup are well described. Results are clearly presented with tables and figures. The study is technically correct and the conclusions are supported by data.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are relevant but could be strengthened with a few more recent works (post-2018) on sustainable concrete and PET-reinforced composites.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable, but there are minor grammatical issues and long sentences in the introduction. Some rephrasing for conciseness and flow would improve readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· Figures could be presented more clearly (better resolution and consistent labeling).

· The discussion could benefit from comparing results with other reinforcement methods (e.g., steel mesh or fiber reinforcement) to better contextualize the PET mesh performance.

· Adding a short “Limitations and Future Work” section would strengthen the paper.


	


	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? 


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


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	None detected; authors have already declared no conflicts.


	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No plagiarism is suspected. The text is consistent with scientific writing, and references are cited appropriately.
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