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	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 article explores the effect of cement on the pozzolanic activation of pulverized ceramic waste (PCW) for the stabilization of ferralitic “Bar soil” from Tori-Dokanmey, Benin, for use in road construction. The soil, naturally rich in silica and alumina but poor in calcium, was combined with PCW (2.5–15%) and cement (1–3%) to develop 18 stabilized formulations.
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	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.


	Yes comprehensive, but major findings should be highlighted in the Abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Manuscript looks good and well-written. English can be improved by proper proof-reading and typo should be removed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient but outdated. Recent studies have not been properly considered. It is suggested that recent studies in last 5 years should be added in the revised draft.
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	English is okay, but proper attention and thorough look is required.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Experimental methodology needs more explanation.

· Discussion of results is poor in light of supporting references. It should be improved.

· Mixing design should be revised with more appropriate information and details.

· The selected percentages of substituted materials should be justified in light of literature, why these percentages were selected.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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Not suspected.
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	Not suspected. But the plagiarism report should be checked.
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