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	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 works deals with the assessment of thermal performance of stabilized soil blocks and is significant. The quantum of work is good but lacks in overall quality. Therefore a major revision is required. 
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	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
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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
	1
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	






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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

Thank for giving me an opportunity to review the article entitled ‘Thermal Performance Of Interlocking Stabilised Soil Blocks (Issb) For Passive And Sustainable Building Design” 
The quality of the work is good and interesting but requires a major revision before it can be publishable. My comments to the authors are as follows: 
General Comments to the authors:

1. Language and grammar require professional editing. The manuscript contains frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and repetition. A thorough language revision is strongly recommended.
2. What are the gap areas in the paper?
3. Written is very week. In its current state, the level of English throughout the manuscript needs language polishing. Please check the manuscript and refine the language carefully.
4. The introduction section is very short and not properly described. It doesn't present the reference to the manuscript scope. In the introduction section, authors should make an in-depth literature review concerning the application of advanced technologies. 
5. The structure of the manuscript might need a major adjusting for a better understanding.
6. Indeed, there are impressive amount of results. However, the conclusions section needs to improve with selected and highlighted main findings.
7. Not even a single figure is given which leads to difficulty in reading and understanding the manuscript. 
8. The authors should prepare all tables with better quality.
9. The conclusion is a bit general, or it lacks distinction. Please refine this further to be more thought-provoking.
10. More in-depth analysis of the author's contribution to this paper in the introduction section.
11. Authors just simply list the lows of literatures. However, the important information, such as innovations, focused issues, and value of this article, are missing or oversimplified. It is necessary to rewrite the introduction.
12. Some references are only loosely connected to the core research question. More recent, specific studies should be emphasized.
      15. Conclusions must be rewritten.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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