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paper):
Page 2: It is not true to say inorganic polymer concrete has very little shrinkage.
In Fig.3. Why is the scatter so large in cases of small samples? Why did more layers of GFRP
sheets lead to lower compressive strength?
In Fig.4, it seems that the stiffness of FRP confinement had marginal effects on the compressive
strength and ductility. Why? Please present the results of unconfined concrete as well for
comparison purposes.
The stress-strain curves of FRP-confined geopolymer concrete are very strange in Fig.4. They
supposed to be exhibit a bilinear manner. Was the deformation measurement correct?
Page 5: the following statement is wrong. The stiffness of FRP confinement rather than the type of
FRP plays a more important role.
.
“Furthermore it was found that greater ductility benefits were associated with GFRP, which is
consistent with the GFRP confined OPC concrete. “
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