Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Engineering Research and Reports 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JERR_148953

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Assessment of Mechanical properties of Concrete made with All-In-Aggregates sourced from Small-Scale Mining Sites (‘Galamsey Aggregate’)

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	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.


	This manuscript is important to the scientific community because it provides experimental evidence on the feasibility of using all-in aggregates sourced from small-scale mining (galamsey) sites as a sustainable alternative to conventional aggregates in concrete production. The study contributes valuable data on workability, density, compressive strength, tensile strength, and water absorption, demonstrating that concrete produced with galamsey aggregates can meet standard performance requirements. By addressing both environmental pollution from mining waste and the depletion of natural aggregate resources, the research supports sustainable construction practices and circular economy principles. Additionally, the findings offer practical guidance for engineers, researchers, and policymakers interested in environmentally responsible material selection for construction applications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is generally suitable, as it clearly reflects the core focus of the study—evaluating the mechanical properties of concrete made with all-in aggregates sourced from small-scale mining (galamsey) sites. It accurately conveys both the material used and the performance-based assessment carried out.
	

	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.


	Abstract require a few minor improvements could further strengthen the abstract. It is suggested to briefly mention the mix proportion and curing ages studied, as these are important experimental parameters. Additionally, explicitly stating that no statistically significant differences were observed based on ANOVA analysis would enhance the scientific rigor of the summary. To improve clarity and conciseness, some detailed numerical values could be slightly reduced or summarized, focusing instead on overall performance trends and compliance with standards. Overall, only minor refinement is needed, and no major deletions are necessary.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and technically correct. The experimental methodology follows established and recognized standards (BS EN, ASTM, ACI, and IS codes), and the selection of materials, mix design, specimen preparation, curing regime, and testing procedures are appropriate and well documented. The results and discussions are logically presented, with trends in workability, density, compressive strength, split tensile strength, and water absorption that are consistent with established concrete behavior and supported by relevant literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some references are recent (2020–2023), a greater proportion of up-to-date literature (last 5 years) specifically focused on sustainable concrete, mining waste aggregates, and circular economy in construction would further strengthen the manuscript. The authors may consider adding a few more recent journal articles on the mechanical and durability performance of concrete incorporating mining residues or waste-derived aggregates. Including such references would enhance the manuscript’s relevance to current research trends and improve its international scientific impact.
	

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


	Fix the language issue in some part like 

Tense consistency: Use past tense for methods and results (e.g., “were tested”, “showed”), present tense for general facts and conclusions.

Article and preposition use: Add or correct articles (“the”, “a”) and prepositions: e.g., “concrete made with galamsey aggregate” (not “with all-in-aggregates sourced from small-scale mining (galamsey) sites” every time).

Term consistency: Pick one standard term and use it throughout (e.g., “galamsey aggregate” or “mining-site aggregate”), avoiding many variants.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the study makes a meaningful contribution to sustainable construction research and has practical implications for resource conservation and environmental management, making it suitable for publication after minor revisions.
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