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	Author’s Feedback (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 research addresses a highly relevant topic. The use of concrete with recycled aggregates is important for promoting sustainable construction practices, reducing inappropriate waste disposal and conserving natural resources. The investigation into the use of silica fume as a means of improving the properties of RAC is also relevant, as it seeks to overcome the limitations of using recycled aggregates.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is suitable. The title is clear, concise and reflects the focus of the study well.
	

	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 provides a good overview of the research. It briefly presents the context, states the objective of the study, describes the methodology, summarizes the main findings (effect of silica fume on workability and mechanical properties, optimum percentage of silica fume) and presents a conclusion (recommendation for replacement of 12% silica fume). However, it could be improved by including specific quantitative results such as the maximum percentage increase in compressive and tensile strengths, which would make the abstract more impactful.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The methodology is generally well defined. The authors clearly describe the materials used, the mix design, the sample preparation and the testing procedures. The use of standard test methods (ASTM C143, ASTM C140, ASTM C496) ensures the reliability and comparability of the results.

The authors provide adequate background information on the properties of recycled aggregates, the role of silica fume in concrete and the mechanisms by which silica fume improves concrete performance. The discussion of the results is generally well supported by references to relevant literature.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. The references are current.
	

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


	I found the quality of the English writing to be adequate.
	

	Optional/General comments


	If possible, please provide more details about the origin and processing of the recycled aggregates. This would help to assess the variability of the material.

Details on curing conditions could be included.

Some durability testing could have been done on water absorption or permeability.

The statistical analysis could be expanded. Although the authors provide mean values ​​and standard deviations, additional statistical measures such as ANOVA could be used to further validate the significance of the results.
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