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	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.
	This paper provides a review of the effect of steam curing on concrete properties for fly ash-based concrete. Reviews contribute to optimizing curing conditions (temperature and duration range) to improve concrete durability and strength performance and concrete microstructure. The authors also address the potential negative effects of high-temperature steam curing, offering insights into mitigating this issue through the use of additional cementitious materials (fly ash and slag).
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The current title is okay but could be more specific. Suggested title “Effects of Steam Curing on Fly Ash-Based Concrete Performance: A Review”.
	

	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 briefly mentions the importance of the study, but research gaps need to be better identified.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound by presenting evidence-based findings from the peer-reviewed literature. However, it is not clear whether different studies agree or not if there are conflicting findings. The literature only presents individual studies and their findings but does not compare or strengthen conclusions by citing several researchers who have found similar results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are recent references from 2022–2024 and relevant. However, it has 17 references, which is low for a review paper.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Language and grammar are generally appropriate for scholarity communication but there are minor mistakes and awkward phrases that could be improved.
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