Editor’s Comment:
[bookmark: _GoBack]In my opinion, the paper is currently NOT suitable for publication.
Key issues: (1) The paper analysed 18 samples. There is a lack of information explaining the smaller number of values presented in the graphs. If they are difficult to read, perhaps it would be better to present the data in tabular form? 
(2) The paper presents the data in a linear manner (graphs 6-9), which is inappropriate (the data are point data, the changes are not continuous). Bar charts are better in this case. 

Other comments: 
3. In the discussion, the authors treat the calculated values as real mechanical results, which, from a methodological point of view, leads to their overestimation. 
4. I did not find any information in the paper about standard deviations for Rc and Rt, no sample repetitions, no measurement errors in the graphs.
5. In the paper, the authors write about ‘denser microstructure’ and ‘formation of C–S–H and C–A–H gels’, but no SEM/XRD/TG/DTA analysis was performed anywhere - so everything is inferred indirectly from strength, which is a bit of an exaggeration. 
6. Pozzolanic reactions are crucial in the long term (90 days), but the authors focus on 28 days (concrete strength?). 
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