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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 manuscript represents a pivotal step in validating the use of construction waste as a viable alternative to natural resources, proving that sustainability does not have to come at the expense of structural safety. This work provides the scientific community with a rigorous model for analyzing durability under tropical climatic conditions, paving the way for a genuine circular economy within Nigeria's construction industry. Through these findings, it is propose a concrete solution to reduce environmental impact while providing a solid foundation for future standardization policies regarding recycled materials.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable as it accurately reflects the important elements of the research
	

	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 covers the essential points, but I believe the authors should move from general descriptions to concrete data. My suggestion is to include the specific strength values of 8.4–8.8 N/mm², as they clearly demonstrate that the NIS 87 threshold is exceeded by over 120 %, rather than just 'met'. I would also explicitly mention the use of Fuller’s law and XRF analysis; these are fine details that prove the methodology was scientifically rigorous, not just a routine laboratory trial.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, demonstrating a solid correlation between the methodology used and the results obtained. The validation of mixes through Fuller’s Law and XRF analysis provides the necessary rigor to support the conclusions on chemical compatibility and density. A key point confirming its validity is the consistency of the durability results (carbonation and absorption), which align with the expected behavior of porous aggregates while remaining within the safety limits of the NIS 87 standard. However, the authors could clarify whether the washing of recycled aggregates might limit the study's replicability at an industrial scale due to cost constraints.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The cited references are largely relevant and current
	

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


	The language quality is appropriate, but there are some evident redundancies in the manuscript. I recommend eliminating these text duplications.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study makes a valuable contribution by demonstrating the viability of replacing natural aggregates at a 50 % threshold, a bold level that yields excellent strength results. However, the manuscript's impact would be significantly higher if the authors simplified the presentation of results, avoiding the repetition of the same explanations across multiple sections. I recommend a more practical discussion on the costs of the waste-washing process in an industrial context would add further applied value to the research.
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