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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 addresses a highly relevant topic in the field of sustainable construction materials, particularly the valorization of agro-industrial waste as a partial replacement for Portland cement. Given the urgent need to reduce CO₂ emissions associated with cement production, the study contributes to ongoing global efforts toward greener construction practices. The bibliometric and systematic review approach provides a useful overview of research trends, highlighting dominant materials such as coal fly ash and identifying gaps in the characterization of alternative ashes. Furthermore, the identification of underexplored materials offers valuable direction for future research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title reflects the topic but lacks precision regarding the methodology (systematic review + bibliometric analysis).

Suggest:“Valorization of Agro-Industrial Waste in Concrete: A Systematic Review and Bibliometric Analysis (2013–2023)”
	

	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 generally clear but needs improvement. Methodology description is too brief and slightly inconsistent, lacks quantitative insights and some language issues and redundancy.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Generally, yes, but with important limitations. Selection of only articles with keywords in the title (22 papers) is too restrictive and may bias results. Limited discussion on: Pozzolanic activity; Durability properties; Microstructural behavior

Tables (especially Table 5) are unclear, poorly formatted, and sometimes inaccurate
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Moderately sufficient but needs improvement. Some outdated references (2004, 2005) without justification.

Missing key recent works on: Supplementary Cementitious Materials (SCMs); Life Cycle Assessment (LCA); Durability of ash-based concrete
	

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


	No, requires significant improvement. Frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, inconsistent terminology (“steering wheels” instead of “fly ash”), redundancy and overly long sentences
	

	Optional/General comments


	Several figures (author and country networks) are not clearly described in the text. The reader cannot easily interpret what nodes, colors, or link thickness represent.

The manuscript does not explain key parameters used in VOSviewer (threshold values, clustering method, normalization). This reduces reproducibility

The figures are presented without extracting meaningful insights (e.g., why certain countries dominate, collaboration patterns, or research clusters).

Figures are referenced, but the discussion does not deeply analyze them. For example, statements like “Figure X shows…” are not followed by interpretation.

Some figures (e.g., simple interrelation maps) do not significantly contribute beyond what tables already show.

Captions are too brief and not self-explanatory. Figures should be understandable independently of the main text.

Inconsistency in reported numbers: Initial dataset: 1266 articles, later reduced to 22 articles based only on title keywords overly restrictive and not well justified.

Lack of statistical analysis: No variance, dispersion, or trend analysis and the results are purely descriptive (counts, percentages)

Table 5 contains unclear or incorrect terms (e.g., “Steering wheels” instead of “fly ash”).

Missing units and incomplete data fields (particle size, oxides, etc.).

The discussion does not clearly translate findings into: Practical recommendations for mix design and industrial applicability
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No issues.
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