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	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 supports the community to utilize recycled coarse aggregates in construction projects. Which supports a lot to reduce natural resource consumption and to reduce construction and demolition waste. This manuscript also supports to improve the performance of coarse aggregate by pretreatment process. Utilization of Recycled aggregate also helps to reduce the cost of project.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, but could be changed as “Research Suitability in Development of Performance of Sustainable Concrete incorporated with Recycled Aggregates”
	

	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.


	Yes, it is comprehensive. But the suitable pre treatment process of recycled coarse aggregates which could be adopted for construction can be mentioned.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Correct. But the test results with graph is not plotted. Results and discussions were missing. Where are the findings? Where are the test results? graph?
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Many of the references were not cited in the manuscript.
	

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


	Yes, Scholarly communication is better.
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	Test results are not adequate.
Best suitable pre treatment process and its test results were missing. The manuscript was general.
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