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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.


	This manuscript explores the sustainable reuse of the highly abundant industrial by product coal gangue as a replacement for natural aggregates used in asphalt mixtures. The practice of extracting natural stones for aggregates is coming to an end and solid waste disposal is of a great concern. These facts, along with the strategies need to embrace the circular economy and infrastructure eco-innovation, add to the value of this approach. The relevance of the study is highly pronounced in the areas of intensive coal mining, where coal gangue is abundant and poses serious environmental and storage problems.  

At a first glance, coal gangue is composed of industrial waste and aggregates more than SiO2 and AL2O3 and it possess high hardness, strength, and low density relative to coal. Asphalt mixtures consist of quite opposite components: asphalt binder, coarse aggregates, fine aggregates, and a mineral filler. And they need to meet the expected properties for high performance asphalt. These properties include- durability, flexibility, fatigue resistance, and impermeability, as well as optimal air void content and appropriate blend proportions. Although natural aggregates in asphalt production are tremendously abundant, its depletion calls for more sustainable alternatives. Coal gangue, with methyl sodium silicate layer, is a promising candidate, although its high water absorption, poses a serious problematic.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title does not have any grammatical error but rather straightforward. The title can be approached in different manner like- Effectiveness of surface modification… or performance analysis of ….or outcome of the study.
	

	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.


	1. Overuse of the phrase “the result show” without quantification in line 12, mention the result in numbers.
2. Terminology inconsistencies: “sodium methyl silicate” in line 7 vs. “sodium methyllithium” in line 152 vs. “sodium metabisulfite” in line 164 appear in different sections which is chemically incorrect & confusing.
3. Abstract claims that performance meets requirements but does not state any specification (Chinese, EN, ASTM)
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	By the looks of it, the manuscript contains an analytical study and illustrates the result after using methyl sodium silicate at the surface of Coal gangue. The approach and methodology applied here is quite scientific and reliable. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There was no analysis or comparison of cost due to the use of Methyl Sodium Silicate with coal gangue in asphalt mixture. Durability, previous work of Methyl sodium silicate or coal gangue in construction would be much preferable and will increase the credibility and quality.
	

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


	Language is quite feasible and fluent but contains grammatical errors. Must be revised properly. 
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	1. References are inconsistently cited (e.g., sometimes with numbers, sometimes with writers name + number, inconsistency in brackets)
2. Table 2 has same column with titled “UNIT”.

3. Table formatting inconsistence (e.g., pilotproject vs parameter)

4. Missing standard references somewhere (ASTM, Chinese code for Los Angeles abration)

5. Less figure or curve

6. Statistical analysis missing (Standard deviations, error bars or ANOVA)

7. Suggest clear performance gain quantitatively 

8. Follow a single citation style for referencing (APA, IEEE)
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