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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.


	The manuscript Explores bagasse ash as a partial replacement for cement and fine aggregate.

Evaluates its effect on concrete compressive strength.

Supports sustainability by reducing cement use and managing waste.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title is understandable.
	

	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 lacks clarity in its objectives, focuses excessively on negative results, provides insufficient methodological details.
it should better highlight the, Including 1–2 key quantitative improvements would make the abstract more compelling.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. Several areas require refinement to enhance clarity, focus, and overall scientific impact.
2. Abstract not giving complete overview of article.

3. Write clearly state the research hypothesis and the research gap and specific problem statement should be more clearly articulated near the end of the section.
4. The introduction and literature review are not systematic, and the referencing style is incorrect. Citations should be combined in a single set (e.g., “…2021; …2021; …2020; …2025”).
5. Write systematic structure for the manuscript: first write materials and then methodology in section 2 and 2.1
6. The methodology lacks ASTM/IS references and tests only compressive strength, omitting split tensile and flexural strength assessments.
7. Table 1, 4and 5 is unclear; it is recommended to prepare a Word file with properly formatted for better clarity.
8. Compressive strength tests were not performed in triplicate, which is necessary for statistical reliability and to ensure clarity and accuracy of the reported values.
9. Include a table of compressive strength results for all proportions at 7 and 28 days, showing percentage increases versus the control mix.
10. Interpretation of results is not good. Needs improvement in terms of attributions with proper references.
11. The discussion mostly reiterates observations rather than providing interpretive insights.

12. The conclusions should entirely be revised
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	What is the difference from the existing one, like Alvarenga 2024.
The authors have added an extended literature review, but it does not clearly focus on studies directly related to the present work.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are Not proper and need significant improvement.
	

	Optional/General comments


	A significant revision is needed to improve the quality of the manuscript.
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