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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.


	Loess soil has the tendency to show low shear strength parameters. Due to lack of sufficient shear strength, they are seldom used for any engineering construction purposes. Therefore, these soils are generally stabilized using any stabilizing agents like cement and lime being the most common examples.  After stabilizing the soil, the remoulded and improved soil can then be used for construction purposes since the shear strength parameters are greatly improved. Any percentage of stabilizing agents can be used to improve the quality of soil. But a certain threshold value needs to be determined at first at which the remoulded soil gives the best results. Therefore, this research aims to provide that percentage of stabilizing agent which is to be used for practical purpose for the best possible results and from the economic point of view as well. Therefore, the results of this article can be used to find the best possible amount of cement that is to be sued for practical purpose.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The comparative portion has not been mentioned in the topic. Therefore, it can be included in the topic itself. My suggestion is "Experimental Study on the Effect of Varying Cement Additive Percentages on the Mechanical Properties and Durability of Cement-Improved Loess"
	

	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 part needs some modifications and needs to be restructured. The objective of the article seems to be missing. Also, more emphasis is given to the presentation of the results only. Therefore, few lines depicting the objective and methods used should be placed in the abstract rather than the results only.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the article is scientifically correct. The strength characteristics of soil need to improve under the influence of some stabilizing agents which has been validated in the study as well.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	More recent studies over 2021 should be taken into consideration.
· Using Cement and Calcium Lignosulfonate to Improve the Mechanical Properties and Microstructure of Loess in a Seasonal Freezing Zone (2024) Qiusheng Wang, Yunjie Li, Pei Li andYunpeng Qi

· Stabilization of loess soil with non-conventional reactive and cementing materials (2024) Franco M. Francisca
	

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


	The language needs to be improved. All the methodologies should be described in the past tense. In the article, it is seen that some are in past and some are in present tense. There are general errors in the writings which need to be corrected before further processing. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The general description of the area from where the sample is collected seems to be missing. The general features of the area in the form of general geology and lithological characteristics if included would be better for the viewers. 
The introduction portion contains more of literature reviews rather than the description of the topic itself.

What is meant by water characteristics which are mentioned in the introduction portion?

Which standard code is used for the tests performed? It needs to be specified.

The formula used to determine the values seems to be missing. It needs to be included.

In 3.1, soil compaction test is written which is not true as the test used in consolidation.

On what basis 3% of cement is taken as the best choice from the economical point of view? It doesn’t seem to be rationale. 

The angle of internal friction changes from about 20 to 40 while increasing the cement percentage to 4% from 3 %. So, why is 3% still being chosen as the best proportion of mix? The change from 20 to 40 is significant and not weak. So, the term “WEAK” in the angle of internal friction doesn’t seem to be rational.

The conclusion part doesn’t require the repetition of all the above mentioned results and can be omitted.

This research seems to be done by majority of the researchers. So, what new thing can be taken out from this work? Every output seems to be general. 
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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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