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	Optional/General comments


	Grammatical and Structural Issues

The manuscript contains numerous grammar errors, run-on sentences, and awkward phrasing

(e.g., “the block will be cured...” in the abstract). This affects clarity and readability throughout

the article.

Inconsistent Data Presentation

There are inconsistencies in data reporting (e.g., units like “kg/m
” are unusually low for

density values and may be incorrect), and some tables are not clearly labeled or explained in

the discussion. 
3
Limited Statistical Analysis

The study lacks statistical tools such as standard deviation, confidence intervals, or error bars.

Including these would strengthen the validity of the conclusions drawn from the test results.

Weakness in Result Interpretation

Although results are presented in tables, the discussion is minimal. There is little interpretation

of trends, no explanation of anomalous data, and no graphical analysis of key findings (except

one basic graph).

Formatting and Repetition

Redundant phrases and repeated sentences reduce the impact of the findings (e.g., multiple

repetitions of “higher sawdust requires higher water-cement ratio”). The formatting is also

inconsistent across tables and figures.

Lack of Real-World Application Scenarios

While the study suggests that sawdust blocks are suitable for non-load-bearing structures, it

lacks specific examples, case studies, or economic comparisons that would strengthen its

practical relevance.
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