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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.
	· The paper systematically examines the effects of aggregate type, size, and gradation on porous concrete properties, making it a well-rounded study.
· The discussion on recycled aggregates aligns with modern sustainable construction practices, contributing to resource efficiency.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The study primarily reviews existing literature rather than presenting new experimental results, so the title could be “ Review  or literature review on the The Influence of Aggregate on the Mechanical, Permeability, and Durability Properties of Porous Concrete”
	

	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 does not specify whether the study is a literature review, experimental research, or a combination of both. Including a brief mention of the research approach would clarify the study's nature. 
· The abstract highlights how aggregate selection can improve porous concrete but does not mention any challenges, such as trade-offs between strength and permeability or the limitations of using recycled aggregates, any significant research findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· Without experimental data, some claims (e.g., "the smaller the aggregate, the stronger the concrete") need stronger evidence.
· The study presents numerical values in Table 1 but does not discuss statistical significance.
· The paper states that recycled aggregates "perform poorly", which is an overgeneralization.

· Research shows that treatment methods (e.g., acid washing, mechanical rubbing) can improve recycled aggregate performance. The manuscript should acknowledge these advancements instead of broadly dismissing recycled aggregates.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	  The manuscript includes references, but the sources are not critically evaluated.

  Some citations (e.g., "[7]" or "[43]") lack are they experimental studies, meta-analyses, or case studies? More details should be provided and could not find "[43]" in references. 
	

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

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is scientifically correct in its general principles, but it requires stronger evidence, better analysis, and a more precise discussion of limitations to be considered a rigorous scientific study.
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	Author’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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