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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.

	This paper holds significant potential for various applications within material sciences. While the authors present an illustrative application of their proposed methodology, the absence of actual data analysis limits the demonstration of its practical utility. To strengthen the manuscript, the authors could leverage publicly available datasets, such as the concrete data available on Kaggle, to provide empirical validation and enhance the impact of their findings.
	

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

	[bookmark: _heading=h.h1oyks2yhwp2]The title is suitable
	

	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.

	[bookmark: _heading=h.hwnmca137cuk]The abstract is comprehensive
	[bookmark: _heading=h.ak5o5hp0uhqd]

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There is a lack of some references, such as Quenouille (1953) and Scheffe (1958). A thorough explanation and derivation (or clear citation) of Equations 10 and 11, along with a detailed definition of all parameters involved is mandatory.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There is a lack of some references, such as Quenouille (1953) and Scheffe (1958).
	

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

	The text is well written. However, the authors did not provide an in-depth explanation of the methodology and the application. There are a lot of gaps in the equations. 
	

	Optional/General comments

	Based on the current state of the manuscript, significant revisions are required to address several major and minor points. The authors should focus on expanding the introduction to clearly articulate the practical significance of their model and its advantages over existing approaches. All cited works must be included in the reference list. Furthermore, a thorough explanation and derivation (or clear citation) of Equations 10 and 11, along with a detailed definition of all parameters involved. Finally, incorporating practical examples with real-world data, for example: https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/zain280/concrete-data,  and considering making the code publicly available would greatly enhance the manuscript's quality and potential for publication.

Major Points:
· Lack of Context and Motivation: The introduction is currently too brief and fails to adequately establish the practical importance and relevance of the proposed model. It does not clearly articulate the real-world problems this model aims to solve or its potential impact in practical applications.
· Absence of Comparative Analysis: The manuscript does not adequately position the proposed model within the existing literature. A clear explanation of the advantages and novel contributions of this model compared to previous works is essential. Specifically, the manuscript should address the benefits over established methods.
· Incomplete and Inconsistent Referencing: The works of Quenouille (1953) and Scheffe (1958), which appear to be relevant to the methodology, are not included in the reference list. All cited works must be properly referenced.
· Unexplained Equations and Parameters: Equations 10 and 11 are presented without clear derivation or proper introduction. If these equations are derived from Klein (2004), the manuscript must explicitly state this connection. Furthermore, the parameters D1​, D2​, m, b, and e within these equations require clear definition and explanation of their physical or mathematical meaning within the context of the model.
· 
Minor Points:
· Code Accessibility: While stating that the model is implemented in MATLAB provides some information, making the code publicly available on a platform like GitHub would significantly enhance reproducibility and allow for broader engagement with the research.
· Lack of Empirical Validation: The manuscript currently lacks practical examples using real-world data. Including such examples, such as demonstrating the application of the model and potentially visualizing the simplex grid with concrete strength data from engineer and architect testimonials with varying material proportions, would significantly strengthen the paper's impact and demonstrate its applicability.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	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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