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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 research contributes to the global trend towards the use of sustainable pozzolanic materials by evaluating the effectiveness of rice husk ash as a partial cement substitute, thus supporting efforts to reduce carbon emissions. It also adds important experimental data on the mechanical behavior and durability of RHA-containing concrete, enriching the knowledge base in the field of green building materials. Furthermore, the research provides a practical foundation for researchers and engineers to develop more efficient and sustainable concrete mixes for construction applications
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The term "reactivity" does not accurately reflect the fact that the experimental aspect focused more on partial substitution and its effect on mechanical properties rather than a detailed analysis of the chemical reaction. Therefore, I suggest the title be:
Effect of Rice Husk Ash as Partial Cement Replacement on the Mechanical Properties of Concrete

	

	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.


	It lacks information on the number of samples and the number of tests used, The summary does not explain the chemical preparation method (XRD and EDS) although it is mentioned later, Shorten the text and add information about the number of samples, combustion conditions, and a brief statement of the study's importance
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically accurate
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and up-to-date

A standardized format is needed

There is duplication of some references, such as Hasan et al., 2022


	

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


	The English language of the article is suitable for scientific communication
	

	Optional/General comments


	The abstract lacks information on the number of samples and the number of tests used. A brief statement on the importance of using RHA for sustainability, along with the inclusion of key numerical results, would be beneficial to strengthen the abstract.
The introduction is longer than academically required (it should be more concise and coherent). It contains repetition of some information, particularly regarding pozzolanic behavior. There is a research gap

Methodology: There are many images, but some lack explanatory numbers. A table detailing the chemical properties of RHA is not provided, despite the use of EDS/XRD. The number of cubes per substitution ratio is not stated. The water/cement ratio (w/c) is not mentioned, even though it is a significant factor. The text mentions a temperature of 700°C, then the figure shows 800°C; this is a contradiction that needs correction. Results: Some values need reformatting. Tables 3–6 are poorly formatted, and there are minor issues with the tables. Some graphs need to clarify the axis units. The XRD section needs to present the graph pattern, not just describe it. The graphs need reformatting, and Figure 11, the XRD section, is unclear. The discussion is in some paragraphs too long. The recommendations contradict the results (such as suggesting 10–15%, even though the results proved it to be weak
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	There are no ethical issues in this manuscript.
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