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PART 1
	
	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.
	This manuscript is important to the scientific community as it promotes sustainable construction by utilizing recycled glass waste as a replacement for natural fine aggregate. It also provides valuable insights into the mechanical performance of concrete, supporting eco-friendly material development and reducing environmental impact
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	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
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	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
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	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	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
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	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
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	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
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	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
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	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Table 1 – Column 5: The percentage of recycled glass waste (RGW) is mentioned; however, the corresponding variation is not reflected in the fine aggregate values. The author is requested to clarify how the fine aggregate quantity changes with RGW replacement and ensure consistency in the mix proportions. 

2. Table 1 – Column 3: The material is specified as gravel. The author should clearly indicate the nominal size of the gravel and specify the grading zone/classification followed, as per relevant standards. 

3. Mix Design Details: The water–cement (W/C) ratio and the type and dosage of admixture used are not mentioned anywhere in the manuscript. The author should include these details, as they significantly influence the mechanical properties of concrete.
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