EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

	EDITORIAL COMMENT’S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to editor’s comments

	(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?).
	Thank you for this comment. The experimental program followed a comparative approach: reference BS–PCW mixtures (2.5–15% PCW) were first considered, then cement (1%, 2%, and 3% by dry mass of soil) was added to these mixtures to better assess the specific effect of cement, leading to 18 formulations (M1–M18). In the original manuscript, only representative values were shown in the figures to improve readability. In the revised version, this methodology is now clearly stated, and all 18 experimental results are provided in tabular form, while the figures present only the main trends. The relevant sections and figure captions have been updated accordingly.

Thank you for this helpful suggestion. We have revised Figures 6–9 accordingly by replacing the line plots with bar charts (histograms), which are more appropriate for representing discrete point data. This modification improves the clarity of data presentation and avoids implying continuity. The manuscript has been updated accordingly.

Thank you for this remark. Mechanical compression tests were performed on 4×4×16 cm specimens, and the reported strength values are experimental. However, the secant and static moduli were estimated using empirical relationships based on the measured compressive strength. This has now been clearly stated in the revised manuscript. The Discussion section has been revised accordingly to distinguish experimental results from empirically derived parameters and to avoid any overestimation.

Thank you for this valuable comment. The manuscript has been revised accordingly. For both unconfined compressive strength (Rc) and flexural tensile strength (Rt), all mechanical tests were performed on three specimens per mixture and curing age (n = 3). Mean values are now reported, and experimental dispersion is quantified using standard deviations.

For cement-treated mixtures, standard deviation ranges are explicitly discussed in Sections 3.3 (Rt) and 3.4 (Rc). These additions allow proper assessment of data variability, repeatability, and experimental reliability.

Thank you for this pertinent remark. XRD analyses were performed on the pulverized ceramic waste (PCW), as presented in Table 3, which allowed identification of its amorphous silica and alumina phases and supported the potential pozzolanic reactivity of the material.

However, no SEM, XRD on stabilized mixtures, or TG/DTA analyses were conducted in this study. We therefore agree that the microstructural interpretations are indirect. Accordingly, expressions such as “denser microstructure” and “formation of C–S–H and C–A–H” have been reformulated throughout the manuscript to indicate probable or inferred mechanisms.

Thank you for this relevant comment. We agree that pozzolanic reactions mainly govern long-term behavior. In the revised manuscript, greater emphasis has been placed on the 90-day results, which represent the mature stage of pozzolanic activity.

The 28-day curing age is considered only as an intermediate stage to track strength evolution kinetics, while 90 days is used to assess long-term performance. The discussion sections (Rt and Rc) have been updated accordingly to highlight that the most significant strength gains occur between 28 and 90 days, confirming the dominant contribution of delayed pozzolanic reactions.

This clarification has now been explicitly stated in the manuscript.
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