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	PART  1: Comments


	
	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 holds notable importance for the scientific community as it addresses the growing need for sustainable alternatives to natural aggregates in concrete production. By evaluating all‑in aggregates sourced from small‑scale mining (galamsey) sites, the study contributes valuable data on the feasibility of utilizing unconventional and environmentally burdensome materials in construction. The findings enhance current knowledge on the mechanical and durability properties of such aggregates, offering insights that may support their broader adoption in practice. Moreover, the work aligns with global efforts to reduce environmental degradation and promote circular use of materials, making it relevant for researchers, engineers, and policymakers focused on sustainable construction technologies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is understandable, but it is somewhat long and stylistically awkward, so it could be improved for clarity and scientific precision. A more suitable and concise alternative would be:
“Mechanical Properties of Concrete Using All‑In Aggregates from Small‑Scale Mining Sites”

	

	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 not fully comprehensive and needs several improvements.
Short recommendations:
· Remove the initial error (“a”) and shorten the introductory part.
· Describe the methodology more clearly in one concise sentence.
· Focus on the key findings instead of listing too many numerical values.
· Make the conclusion more precise by clearly stating what the study demonstrates about the usability of galamsey aggregates.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically correct, but several points need improvement.
Short recommendations:
· Increase the number of samples, as N=3 is too small for reliable statistical analysis.
· Describe the characteristics and variability of the all‑in aggregates more clearly.
· Add a brief but deeper interpretation of the results, not only a description of trends.
· Align the discussion more closely with the cited references and avoid repeating the results verbatim.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are partly sufficient but not recent enough.
Short recommendations:
· Add more recent sources (published after 2020).
· Strengthen the section with studies on alternative aggregates and mining waste.
· Remove outdated or weakly related references.

	

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

	The English quality is acceptable, but not fully suitable for a scholarly article.
Short recommendations:
· Several grammatical and stylistic errors need correction.
· Some sentences are unclear or awkward and should be rewritten.
· A light professional language edit would noticeably improve readability.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript is of good quality, but it would benefit from stronger language editing, the inclusion of more recent references, and clearer emphasis on the key findings. With a few minor revisions, the paper could become significantly more convincing.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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