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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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. A clear experimental methodology and comprehensive testing of both fresh and hardened properties are presented.
2. The results show that low dosages may slightly improve workability, while higher dosages significantly reduce compressive and flexural strengths.

3. Here’s a more focused set of keywords (5–6) that improve searchability and relevance: such as-Keywords: Used engine oil, High-strength concrete, Sustainable construction, Reinforced concrete, Mechanical properties, Workability

4. “The reference style and in-text citations are not properly formatted. All references should be revised to follow a consistent style (e.g., APA, IEEE,) to ensure accurate and proper citation throughout the manuscript.”

5. Table 1(a) presents the mix proportions per cubic meter including superplasticizer, but Table 1(b) does not show the corresponding batch quantities per specimen (kg). This should be added for clarity and reproducibility of the experimental procedure.

6. It is unclear in the mix design whether used engine oil (UEO) is considered as a replacement for any existing ingredient or if it is added as an extra admixture. The manuscript should clarify this point to avoid confusion in interpreting the experimental results.

7. The manuscript states that samples were cast and tested at curing ages of 7, 14, 28, and 56 days, but the results for 7- and 14-day tests are not presented. These early-age results should be included or explained to provide a complete understanding of strength development.

8. The manuscript does not specify which standard code or guideline was followed for the mix design. Clarifying the code (e.g., ACI, IS, BS) used for proportioning the concrete mixes is important for reproducibility and comparison with other studies.

9. In Section 2.4, the manuscript states that flexural strength was measured on beams of 100 × 100 × 400 mm, but Table 1(b) lists batch quantities for beams of 100 × 100 × 450 mm. The actual beam dimensions used in testing should be clarified for consistency and accuracy.

10. The manuscript mentions testing flexural strength and splitting tensile strength, but the corresponding results tables are not provided. Including these tables is essential for completeness and proper interpretation of the experimental data.

11. The manuscript states that sieve analysis was conducted to determine the particle size distribution of the fine aggregate, but it does not specify the zone classification of the sand (e.g., Zone I, II, III, or IV according to relevant standards).

12. The manuscript reports that the model showed strong predictive performance with 𝑅² = 0.9285, but it does not explain how this value was obtained, what model was used, or the dataset involved. The source, calculation method, and context of this 𝑅² value should be clarified for transparency and reproducibility.

13. “Figure 4 presents an Akima interpolation of strength distribution, but this method is not described or referenced in the theoretical/background section. The manuscript should explain the interpolation technique and its relevance.

14. The Conclusion section discusses the effect on slump, but the corresponding results are not clearly presented or referenced in the results section.

15. The manuscript would benefit from including more recent references to strengthen the context and demonstrate awareness of the latest developments in the field. Updating the literature review with recent studies will enhance the relevance and impact of the work.
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