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	Reviewer’s comment

	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 is significant to the scientific and engineering community as it consolidates dispersed research on solid-waste-derived cementitious binders into a unified, performance-oriented framework. It clarifies how feedstock chemistry and processing govern reaction pathways and durability-relevant properties. By emphasizing realistic service exposures and quality-control challenges, the review addresses key barriers to practical implementation. The integration of structural performance, durability, and environmental assessment strengthens the relevance for infrastructure applications. Overall, it provides a clear roadmap for advancing low-carbon, waste-valorized construction materials.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is largely suitable: it is clear, technically accurate, and signals both the materials scope and the civil-engineering perspective.
	

	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 is comprehensive, well structured, and appropriate for a high-quality review article.
· Minor deletion/condensation.

The sentence on “practical strategies” is strong but could be slightly condensed to avoid repetition with the barrier discussion ( merging variability and quality control concepts).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, balanced, and rigorous, with no substantive errors identified. It meets the expectations of a high-quality review article for the civil engineering and cementitious materials research community
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The current reference list is broadly relevant and historically strong, but it could be strengthened further with more recent, high-impact reviews and studies (2024–2025) that align closely with the manuscript’s focus on feedstock valorization, alkali-activated materials, durability, and sustainability metrics.
I suggest the following reference: https://doi.org/10.5599/jese.2449.

	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication. It is clear, precise, and uses terminology appropriate for civil engineering and materials science audiences.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The article successfully bridges the gap between materials science and structural engineering, providing actionable insights for practitioners and researchers alike. Minor improvements could further enhance clarity, such as breaking down long sentences, reducing occasional repetition, and slightly simplifying complex phrasing for readability.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

NO
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	NO
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	NO
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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