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	Reviewer’s comment

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


	This manuscript offers a valuable contribution to the scientific and engineering community by systematically comparing six common cost estimation methods and evaluating their accuracy, efficiency, and applicability to real-world civil engineering projects. The integration of traditional and modern techniques, along with practical examples and local market data, provides practitioners and researchers with grounded insights into cost control challenges and solutions. The emphasis on using hybrid estimation strategies and integrating tools like Excel and BIM aligns well with current trends toward digital transformation in construction project management. Overall, this work supports better-informed decision-making, especially in cost-sensitive and risk-prone environments, such as those found in developing regions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title "Cost Estimation and Analysis for Better Project Budgeting" is appropriate and generally reflects the content of the manuscript. However, for enhanced specificity and scholarly impact, a more targeted title could be:

“Comparative Evaluation of Cost Estimation Techniques for Effective Budgeting in Civil Engineering Projects”

This revision emphasizes the analytical nature of the paper and its focus on civil engineering applications.
	

	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 is informative and provides a good overview of the manuscript's objectives, methods, and implications. However, a few improvements can make it more effective:

Add: A brief mention of the type of sample project used (e.g., a single-storey residential building) would ground the reader in the practical context.

Add: Mention of the comparative results (e.g., which method was most accurate, such as the Detailed Quantity Takeoff).

Delete/Condense: Some general phrases such as “this research contributes to the academic and practical understanding…” can be shortened to make space for more concrete findings.

A refined version would improve clarity and align the abstract more closely with the manuscript’s core results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodologies are clearly explained, the calculations are coherent, and the comparative framework is logically structured. It demonstrates an applied understanding of cost estimation principles and effectively connects theory to practice. However, the formula provided for total cost in Section 3.10 has a typographical redundancy ("+ R" appears twice); this should be corrected to avoid confusion. Additionally, enhancing the statistical validation of accuracy for each method (e.g., mean absolute error, variance from actual costs) would strengthen the analytical rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references include a balanced mix of classic works and recent studies. However, only a few are from the last 5 years. For better alignment with modern practices, consider adding new references. The additions should reflect recent advances in digital and AI-driven cost estimation and enhance the paper's contemporary relevance.
	

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


	The language is mostly clear and professional, but there are occasional grammatical and stylistic inconsistencies. Examples include awkward phrasing ("tyfal contingency" likely intended as “typical contingency”) and unnecessary repetitions. A thorough proofreading or language editing would enhance fluency, precision, and consistency, making the manuscript fully ready for scholarly publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Including a graphical summary or flowchart of the six cost estimation techniques would greatly enhance visual understanding.

The inclusion of a real project’s actual cost for comparison (as validation data) is excellent, but adding quantitative error margins would make the evaluation more robust.

The Excel-based cost estimation section is valuable for practitioners but could benefit from screenshots or a visual example to improve clarity for non-technical readers.
The manuscript demonstrates an understanding of cost estimation techniques; 

however, it lacks analytical depth, rigorous validation, and updated references. 

Significant language and formatting improvements are needed. 

Enhanced statistical comparison and alignment with current industry practices would strengthen the paper. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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