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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback


	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.
	The manuscript is significant as it addresses the sustainable utilization of industrial solid wastes in cementitious materials, contributing to eco-friendly construction practices. It presents a systematic optimization approach using response surface methodology to improve strength and performance reliability.
Additionally, the study enhances understanding of the interactions between different waste components and activators, offering both theoretical insights and practical value for large-scale civil engineering applications.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The title is clear and adequately reflects the core focus of the study—optimization of fly ash–slag-based cementitious materials using response surface methodology. However, it could be slightly refined to make it more concise and impactful (e.g., by reducing redundancy such as “cementitious material proportions”).


	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The abstract clearly outlines the problem, methodology, and significance of the study, including the use of response surface methodology for optimizing solid waste-based cementitious materials. However, it could be improved by briefly including key quantitative results or specific findings to enhance its completeness and impact.


	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The keywords are relevant to the study and effectively represent its core aspects, such as response surface methodology and solid waste-based materials. However, they could be slightly enhanced by including more specific terms (e.g., “fly ash–slag cementitious system” or “compressive strength optimization”) to improve discoverability.


	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The background information is generally sufficient and well-structured, clearly explaining the importance of solid waste-based cementitious materials and the need for mix optimization. It also reviews relevant prior studies to establish context. However, it could be further strengthened by providing a more critical comparison of existing methods and clearly highlighting the specific research gap addressed by this study.


	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The research objectives are implied through the discussion of mix optimization and performance evaluation, but they are not explicitly stated in a clear, concise manner. The paper would benefit from a clearly defined objective statement or specific hypotheses to improve clarity and focus.


	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The literature review is relevant and includes recent studies related to solid waste-based cementitious materials and their performance. However, it could be further improved by incorporating a more critical analysis of existing research and highlighting how the present study distinctly advances the current state of knowledge.


	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The research methodology is well-suited to the study, as the use of response surface methodology effectively enables multi-variable optimization of mix proportions. The experimental design, material characterization, and statistical analysis are appropriate and provide reliable support for the study’s objectives.


	

	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
	Rating: N/A = Not Applicable
The study is experimental and focused on material science, involving no human or animal subjects. Therefore, ethical concerns are not applicable in this context.


	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The results are presented clearly with appropriate tables, analysis, and discussion of trends in compressive strength. However, clarity could be further improved by enhancing figure quality, providing more concise interpretations, and highlighting key findings more explicitly.


	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The tables and figures are relevant and support the study effectively, particularly in presenting material properties and experimental results. However, minor improvements in formatting, labeling, and clarity of figures (e.g., response surface plots) would enhance readability and interpretation.


	

	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
	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
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The discussion explains the observed results and material behavior well, but it has limited direct comparison with existing literature. Strengthening links to previous studies and highlighting agreements or differences would improve the depth and scientific context.


	

	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
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
The study does not explicitly discuss its limitations. Addressing aspects such as material variability, scale of experimentation, and applicability to field conditions would strengthen the credibility and completeness of the paper.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The references are relevant to the topic and include recent studies on solid waste-based cementitious materials. However, the number of references could be slightly increased, and inclusion of more high-impact journal articles would further strengthen the academic depth.


	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript is generally understandable, but there are several grammatical issues, awkward sentence structures, and minor inconsistencies that affect clarity. Careful language editing and proofreading would significantly improve readability and overall presentation.


	


PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: Yes
The title is suitable as it clearly reflects the main focus of the study, including the materials involved and the use of response surface methodology for optimization.

Suggested minor improvement (optional):
“Optimization of Fly Ash–Slag Cementitious Materials Using Response Surface Methodology”

(This version is slightly more concise and impactful.)


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: Yes
The abstract is generally comprehensive, covering the problem, methodology, and significance of the study.

Suggested minor improvement (optional):
Include key quantitative results (e.g., optimal mix proportions and compressive strength) to make the abstract more informative and impactful.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: Yes
The manuscript is scientifically sound, with appropriate experimental design, use of response surface methodology, and logical interpretation of results.

Suggested minor improvement (optional):
Provide additional validation (e.g., comparison with experimental or field data from other studies) to further strengthen the scientific robustness.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: Yes
The references are generally sufficient and include several recent studies relevant to solid waste-based cementitious materials.

Suggested minor improvement (optional):
Incorporating a few more high-impact and international journal references would further enhance the scholarly strength of the manuscript.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	Answer: No
There are no apparent ethical issues in this manuscript, as it is based on experimental research involving construction materials and does not involve human or animal subjects.


	


PART 3
	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript addresses an important topic in sustainable construction by focusing on the optimization of solid waste-based cementitious materials using a robust statistical approach. The study demonstrates good methodological rigor and provides meaningful experimental insights with practical relevance.

However, the manuscript would benefit from improvements in language clarity, more explicit statement of research objectives, and a deeper discussion linking the results with existing literature. Additionally, the inclusion of a brief limitations section and more high-impact references would strengthen the overall quality.
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