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Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

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

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Arethe references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of
additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide
additional suggestions/comments)

1) The significance of the topic of research is in question. Is it worthwhile to mention the
current status of different testing methods on fibre concrete? This paper seems like a more
general representation of aresearch article which in-comprises all forms of literature in
one? What is the Novelty of this article? What is the input of the author other than
summarizing all the literatures in the paper?

2) Instead of writing current status of research, The title of the article can be modified to
Current scenario of Direct Tensile Testing methods for fibre concrete.

3) The abstract of the article is not comprehensive as it doesnot summarize the gest of the
article. There are a lot of unnecessary and irrelevant information in the abstract which is
utterly unnecessary.

4) There are no enough subsections in the manuscript, how can aresearch article be
summarized in just three topics of Introduction, comparision of advantages and existing
problem?? what are the recommendations for existing problems, it should be kept in
separate sub section after properly putting out concluding remarks of the paper. The
discussion section of the findings is also inadequate for the journal publication.

5) The contents of the manuscript are scientifically correct but inadequate.

6) The most recent references are from 2020 which is too old in this context, more advanced
methods related to testing methods have been developed in the recent present.
Furthermore, most of the citations are very old l.e from 2006, 2001 which are irrevelent in the
present context as some of the problems and limitations mentions have been already
mitigated.

Minor REVISION comments

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

There are many grammatical/ writing errors in the manuscript, for instance, the direct tensile tests
are generally designated with capital initials as Direct Tensile Tests in order to use them in short
form in the text. This is prevalent in second line of abstract section of manuscript.

What is SRFC in abstract? Need to mention the full form when used preliminary.

Optional/General comments

Created by: DR Checked by: PM Approved by: MBM

Version: 1.7 (15-12-2022)




Review Form 1.7

PART 2:

Reviewer's comment

IAuthor’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight
that part in the manuscript. 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 details)
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