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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.


	I find the topic of coconut coir fibre reinforcement relevant to sustainable ground improvement. The laboratory investigation using DST and UCS provides useful preliminary insights. The work has potential practical value in regions where natural fibres are readily available. However, the manuscript requires technical and presentation improvements before it can make a strong contribution.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate but somewhat broad. It may be improved by indicating the experimental nature of the study or the soil type investigated.

Suggested (optional):

Experimental Study on Strength Behaviour of Coir Fibre Reinforced Soil
	

	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 reports the main results but is overly descriptive and repetitive. It should be shortened and structured. In particular:

1. The objective/research gap is not noticeably stated.

2. Optimum fibre content is not explicitly highlighted.

3. Sustainability statements are repeated multiple times.

Condensation and sharper focus are recommended.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is generally sound, but several technical issues need attention:

1. Soil classification is incomplete; USCS/IS group symbols are not reported, although plasticity and gradation data are available.

2. Replication details and variability (e.g., standard deviation) are missing for DST and UCS results.

3. Units are inconsistent (kg/cm² and MPa both used).

4. There is a minor inconsistency in UCS discussion for Soil Sample-1 (peak reported at both 0.25% and 0.35%).

5. Some conclusions (e.g., suitability for industrial applications) are broader than the laboratory evidence supports.

Clarifying these points will improve technical credibility.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is relevant but more recent (2022–2025) studies should be added and repetition of entries (e.g., Hejazi et al.) should be taken care.Formatting is inconsistent with journal style.
	

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


	The manuscript needs substantial English editing. I noted multiple issues such as:

1. word repetition (“The The Direct Shear Test”),

2. incorrect terminology (“internal fraction”),

3. Spelling errors (“Seive”, “APPRATUS”).

Professional proofreading is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Provide full soil classification table (USCS/IS).

· Standardize SI units throughout.

· Improve figure clarity and caption consistency.

· Include test repeatability or error indicators if available.

· Moderate the broader field applicability claims.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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