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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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	The submitted manuscript examines the influence of Gum Arabic and quarry dust on the CBR and direct shear behavior of expansive soil. However, the overall quality of the write-up requires significant improvement. It is recommended that additional laboratory tests be incorporated and more comprehensive explanations be provided to adequately support the claims made in the study. 

1. In the Abstract section, the percentages of Gum Arabic and quarry dust are specified. However, it is unclear whether these percentages are based on the dry weight of the soil.

2. The Introduction section does not adequately explain clearly identify the existing research gaps. The authors should explicitly formulate the research gaps based on a critical review of the relevant literature.

3. The exact location from which the soil samples were collected should be clearly presented using maps, with the latitude and longitude properly highlighted.

4. The basis for selecting the percentage dosages of Gum Arabic and quarry dust is not clearly explained. The mix proportion section should be rewritten to comprehensively cover sample preparation details, challenges encountered during preparation, curing conditions, and other relevant experimental considerations.

5. The authors have included detailed procedures for determining natural moisture content, specific gravity, sieve analysis, Atterberg’s limits, and compaction characteristics. Since these tests are conducted in accordance with standard codal provisions, it would be more appropriate to omit the detailed procedural descriptions and instead cite the relevant standard codes for each test.

6. Although the authors had access to an XRD instrument, SEM and EDS analyses were not presented. Additionally, the manuscript requires thorough improvements in grammar and overall language quality.
7. On what basis did the authors conclude that the collected soil is expansive in nature? Why was the plasticity chart not used to support this classification? Additionally, why was a ‘pH’ test not conducted on the untreated expansive soil sample? The reported CBR value of 41.5% for the expansive soil is unusually high and requires appropriate explanation and justification supported by relevant literature.

8. Figure 3 has been incorrectly labeled as the hydrometer analysis of the soil sample. In fact, it represents the combined particle size distribution curve obtained from mechanical sieve analysis and hydrometer test results. Clearly report the percentages of clay, silt, sand, and gravel as determined from the grain size distribution curve.
9. Why were CBR tests conducted and reported at curing periods of 7 and 14 days instead of the conventional 4-day soaked and unsoaked CBR tests? Furthermore, the use of stabilizers appears to have resulted in a reduction in CBR values compared to the untreated soil. The authors need to justify how these stabilizers can be considered suitable for highway or airfield pavement applications under such conditions. Although an improvement in shear strength is observed with 2% Gum Arabic and 5% stone dust, the CBR results exhibit a contrasting trend. A detailed explanation is required to clarify this discrepancy and to discuss the underlying mechanisms governing the observed behavior.

10. The conclusion section needs to be strengthened. More detailed studies on durability should be conducted. The research paper should recognize the obstacles that field-scale application encounters. There is no cost estimate provided for the materials in the manuscript. 
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