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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	[bookmark: Comments_of_the_Reviewers_]Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance
	This manuscript is highly significant for the scientific
	

	of this manuscript for the scientific community. A
	community  as  it  addresses  the  urgent  need  for
	

	minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	low-carbon	and	sustainable  development  in  civil
	

	
	engineering by promoting the large-scale and high-value
	

	
	resource utilization of industrial solid wastes, such as fly
	

	
	ash, slag, and carbide slag. By employing the Response
	

	
	Surface Methodology (RSM), the study overcomes the
	

	
	limitations	of	traditional	empirical	mix	designs,
	

	
	providing a more precise and scientific approach to
	

	
	regulating the mechanical properties and durability of
	

	
	all-solid-waste  cementitious  materials.  The  derived
	

	
	quadratic  model  (R² = 0.9795)  reliably  predicts  an
	

	
	optimal mix (31.3 % fly ash, 50.2 % slag, 8.8 % gypsum,
	

	
	9.7 % carbide slag) achieving 24.8 MPa, providing a
	

	
	validated tool for researchers and practitioners to tailor
	

	
	waste‑based concretes. This systematic optimization is
	

	
	essential	for	ensuring	performance  stability  and
	

	
	engineering	reliability,	ultimately	expanding	the
	

	
	practical  application  scope  of  green  construction
	

	
	materials.
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	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	[bookmark: 2._Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_compre]2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	[bookmark: 3._Are_the_keywords_appropriate_and_usef]3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	[bookmark: 4._Is_the_background_information_of_the_]4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	[bookmark: 5._Are_the_research_objectives/hypothese]5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	[bookmark: 6._Is_the_literature_review_relevant_and]6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	[bookmark: 7._Is_the_research_methodology_appropria]7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	[bookmark: 8._Were_ethical_issues_properly_addresse]8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
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	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
The current title “Optimization of Fly Ash‑Slag Based Cementitious Material Proportions Based on Response Surface Method” is descriptive but overly long and repeats the phrase “based on.” A more concise and conventional wording would improve readability and indexing.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract clearly outlines the environmental problem (industrial waste), the materials involved, and the purpose of using Response Surface Methodology (RSM) to regulate strength and durability. It could be improved by including specific key results, such as the optimal mix proportions or the maximum strength
achieved.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically_correct]Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
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