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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 manuscript investigates how varying cement contents modify the compressibility, shear strength, and disintegration resistance of remolded loess using consolidated laboratory testing; this fills a practical knowledge gap for foundation and subgrade design in loessic regions and provides dose–response evidence that can inform economical mix selection (e.g., 3% vs. ≥6%). 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Mostly suitable but can be more specific about scope, materials, and tested ranges. Suggested alternative: “Experimental evaluation of mechanical and disintegration characteristics of cement‑treated remolded loess (3–7% cement)”
	

	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 clearly states aims, methods (consolidation, direct shear, disintegration), dosage range, and principal findings (increases in modulus, cohesion; improved anti‑disintegration; 3% as economic optimum). Consider adding: sample origin and dry density; curing time (7 days); loading levels; numerical highlights (e.g., compression coefficient decreased from 0.171 to 0.052 MPa⁻¹; cohesion increased from 114.8 to 375.15 kPa; φ rose from 20.3° to ~53.5°); and a concise limitation (e.g., single soil source, single curing age). Also remove ambiguity in “loess content” vs. “cement content” to avoid confusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The experimental program (defined dosages, standard consolidation with specified load increments, direct shear with specified rate, and buoy disintegration) is appropriate for the stated objectives, and the trends—declining compressibility, increasing modulus and cohesion, modest φ gains, and markedly improved water stability—are consistent with cement–soil hydration and bonding mechanisms. However, rigor can be strengthened by: reporting replicate counts and variability (mean ± SD), goodness‑of‑fit/statistical testing for dose–response trends, curing ages beyond 7 days (e.g., 7/28/90 d), moisture sensitivity (wet–dry cycles), and microstructural corroboration (XRD/SEM) linking hydration products to property gains. Clarify unit consistency (e.g., MPa vs. MPa⁻¹), confirm direct shear normal stress levels, and reconcile the recommendation of “≥6% best performance” with “3% most economical” using a benefit–cost or performance index.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The list mixes classic and regional sources with several older citations; include more recent international literature on cement‑treated soils/loess and durability to improve currency. Suggested additions: standards and recent reviews on cement‑stabilized soils, multi‑age curing effects, and microstructure–property relationships (e.g., recent Soils and Foundations/Construction and Building Materials papers on cement‑treated fine soils, hydration products, durability under soaking and freeze–thaw). Ensure all references are complete (authors, year, title, journal, volume, pages, DOI), remove duplicates, and align in one style.
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	 The manuscript is readable but requires scholarly editing for grammar, tense consistency, and technical phrasing.
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