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	Reviewer’s comment
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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 provides valuable insights into the stabilization of silty sand soils in hilly regions using fly ash, cement, and coir fiber. The topic is significant because it demonstrates the potential of industrial and agricultural by-products to improve soil strength and bearing capacity. The study promotes sustainable construction practices by reducing reliance on conventional stabilizers and encouraging the use of waste materials. Such research has practical applications in road construction, foundations, and slope stability in challenging terrains.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is descriptive but generic. It lacks specificity and fails to reflect the limited scope of the experimental program. A more precise title, such as “Laboratory Study on Fly Ash–Based Soil Stabilization in a Localized Hilly Region,” would better capture the narrow context and prevent overstating the impact.
	

	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 is verbose and unfocused. It lists percentages and test results without interpretation or broader significance. The authors should condense the details and instead explain why the results matter, what gap in knowledge is addressed, and how the findings compare with existing studies. Without this, the abstract reads like a laboratory report rather than a scientific contribution.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript follows standard tests, but the scientific rigor is weak. There is no statistical analysis, no error estimation, and no replication to demonstrate reliability of results. The interpretation of CBR trends is superficial and fails to explain the underlying mechanisms. For example, the reduction in CBR with higher fly ash content is reported but not analyzed in depth. The discussion remains descriptive rather than analytical. The study would benefit from microstructural analysis (e.g., SEM, XRD) or durability assessment to support the claims.
You should include a global sensitivity analysis for your study.

If not possible, refer to this as future work, citing the global sensitivity analysis definition and techniques found in studies: “ Global sensitivity analysis for studying hot-mix asphalt dynamic modulus parameters” and “ Global sensitivity analysis for seismic performance of shear wall with high-strength steel bars and recycled aggregate concrete”. 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate in number but not critically integrated. Many citations are descriptive and lack critical comparison. Some recent and highly relevant works on soil stabilization with alternative binders and fibers are missing. The literature review does not clearly identify what is new in this study compared to prior works.


	

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


	The English is understandable but far from polished. Long and repetitive sentences reduce readability. The abstract, introduction, and discussion require significant editing for clarity and conciseness. The manuscript in its current form does not meet the standard of scholarly communication and should undergo professional language revision.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the paper presents standard laboratory results without adequate, depth, or critical analysis. The authors need to:

1. Clarify the unique contribution of this work.

2. Strengthen the discussion with mechanisms and comparative analysis.

3. Improve figures and tables (many are cluttered and repetitive).

4. Substantially revise the English.

Without these improvements, the manuscript does not reach publishable quality.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No ethical issues identified.
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