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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
	This manuscript addresses a highly relevant and timely topic
	

	of this manuscript for the scientific community. A
	in the context of sustainable construction materials and
	

	minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	carbon neutrality. The integration of full solid waste streams
	

	
	with CO₂ mineralization technology represents a promising
	

	
	pathway  toward  both resource  recycling  and  carbon
	

	
	sequestration, which are critical global challenges. The study
	

	
	contributes to the growing body of knowledge on cold-
	

	
	bonded artificial aggregates by systematically optimizing
	

	
	key mineralization parameters, including humidity, CO₂
	

	
	concentration, pressure, and curing time. Moreover, the work
	

	
	provides practical insights into process optimization that
	

	
	could	facilitate	industrial-scale	application,	thereby
	

	
	enhancing its significance for both academia and industry.
	





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
	4
	


Review Form (Research)
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	





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.
	Yes. The title is clear and accurately reflects the scope and focus of the study.
	




	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially. While the abstract summarizes the methodology and key findings, it lacks quantitative detail and does not explicitly highlight the broader implications of the study. It is recommended to include specific numerical results and a clearer statement of scientific contribution.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, in general. The experimental design is logically structured, and the interpretations of carbonation mechanisms—such as the role of moisture in facilitating CO₂ dissolution and ion transport—are scientifically sound . However, the manuscript would benefit from deeper mechanistic validation, for example through microstructural or mineralogical analyses.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. Although some recent references are included, the literature review lacks engagement with the most recent high-impact studies on CO₂ mineralization and artificial aggregates. The authors should incorporate more up-to- date international research (especially from 2023–2025) and better position their work within current scientific debates.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No. There are no apparent ethical concerns, as the study 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 presents meaningful experimental findings with practical implications for sustainable construction materials. However, it currently falls short due to limited discussion depth, insufficient engagement with recent literature, and lack of explicit consideration of study limitations. I recommend major revision prior to reconsideration.




You are hereby suggested to include following recent references to improve the quality of the manuscript.



Chen, Z. X., Zhang, N. T., Yan, S. R., Fish, J., & Chu, S. H. (2023). CO2 mineralization into waste-valorized lightweight artificial aggregate. Construction and Building Materials, 409, 133861.

Yan, B., Hu, Y., Huan, Q., Liu, Z., Lai, J., Wang, S., & Song, M. (2025). Optimal regulation of modified biochar in solid waste-derived lightweight aggregates: Enhancing carbonation mechanisms and negative carbon emissions. Chemical Engineering Journal, 508, 160920.
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