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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

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

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript attempts to explore the potential of using Rice Husk Ash (RHA) as a partial replacement for cement in concrete production, with a focus on sustainability and mechanical performance. While the topic is relevant and aligns with current sustainability goals (notably SDG 13.3), the abstract and, by extension, the manuscript, suffer from several critical issues that need to be addressed before it can be considered for publication.

1. The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and poor sentence construction (e.g., "The cement is popular for its cementous properties", "showing any adverse effect").

2.  A thorough proofreading or language editing by a native or professional academic editor is strongly recommended.

3. The abstract is confusing and lacks logical flow. Ideas such as the environmental benefits, pozzolanic activity, and mechanical testing are presented in a disjointed manner.

4. Key elements of a good abstract such as objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusion—are either missing or inadequately described.

5. The claim that RHA is a “substitute of slag cement” is oversimplified and requires justification through comparative analysis, which is not clearly evident.

6. Assertions such as "high durability", "less water absorption", and "carbon burden reduction" need quantification and supporting data.

7. The environmental and economic benefits are discussed, but no life-cycle analysis, carbon footprint comparison, or cost analysis is provided.

8. There is a lack of references to prior studies or standards that could validate the pozzolanic nature of the RHA used.

9. While the link to SDG 13.3 (climate action) is appreciated, it appears superficial. More convincing integration of how the work directly contributes to achieving the SDG should be included.
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