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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 study explores the use of sawdust ash (SDA) as a supplementary cementitious material (SCM) in concrete, offering a sustainable solution to both cement-related emissions and wood waste management. With sawdust waste widely available, the research evaluates SDA’s impact on strength, durability, and carbon footprint. The findings suggest that, SDA could help create low‑carbon, resource‑efficient concrete, supporting greener infrastructure development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is generally clear and reflects the subject of the research. However, it does not fully capture the scope of the study, which includes mechanical performance, durability, and sustainability assessment.

Suggested alternative title:
“Mechanical, Durability and Environmental Performance of Concrete Incorporating Sawdust Ash as Partial Cement Replacement”


	

	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 ok but needs refinement. The methodology should briefly outline the mix design approach and curing ages. The mention of statistical modelling and regression analysis could be summarized more directly, while some results particularly flexural strength values need to be checked. Including details such as sample size or scope of testing. Minor revisions required to improve clarity, ensure alignment with the results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript presents a relevant experimental investigation and generally follows standard procedures for evaluating concrete properties. However, several issues raise concerns about scientific accuracy and data consistency.

For example, some reported mechanical properties appear inconsistent with typical relationships between compressive and flexural strength in concrete. Additionally, the compressive strength results show an unexpected decrease between 28 and 56 days for certain mixes, which requires clarification. Concrete strength should not drop after curing.

Gap states limited study is available on high level replacement but the researcher has still gone for low level replacement. Table 2 states compressive strength specimen as beam but it is actually a cube. 

The statistical regression model also shows relatively low predictive accuracy, and its interpretation should be revised. R2 Value very weak for the model. In life Cycle Assessment Transport emissions ignored, ash processing energy underestimated and no life-cycle boundary justification, the values can only be indicative not accurate. 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes recent references related to sawdust ash, supplementary cementitious materials, and concrete technology. However, several references are old or not directly related to the specific topic, and some important recent studies could be added. The reference list should also be reviewed to remove duplicate entries and ensure consistent formatting. DOI missing for most of the references, the credibility of references needs to be checked. 


	

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


	The manuscript shares its ideas well, but the English needs improvement. There are grammar mistakes, spelling errors, and words used in different ways that make the text confusing. Some sentences are hard to read because they are too long or not written clearly. Making the language simple, correcting mistakes, and keeping terms consistent will make the manuscript easier to read and more professional.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Several aspects of the manuscript require improvement, including data consistency, statistical analysis, and language clarity. Before the manuscript can be considered for publication, the authors should carefully verify experimental calculations, improve the presentation of results, and revise the discussion to ensure that conclusions are fully supported by the data.
	


	PART  2: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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