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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 of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	This manuscript addresses an important topic in the development of more sustainable construction binders by investigating the incorporation of rice husk ash into metakaolin-derived geopolymer systems. The use of rice husk ash is scientifically and practically meaningful, particularly in regions where agricultural residues are abundant and underutilized. The study therefore has potential value for both waste valorization and the development of lower-impact cementitious materials.
	



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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
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	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
	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	





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 generally suitable because it clearly identifies the main materials investigated, namely rice husk ash, metakaolin, and geopolymer binders.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	


The abstract provides a useful overview of the research aim, materials, and main strength results, but it is not fully comprehensive. It should state the experimental design more clearly, including the specific sodium silicate/sodium hydroxide ratios actually used in the study.
There is also an inconsistency between the abstract, which mentions ratios of 0, 1, and 1.5, and the experimental section, which reports ratios of 0, 0.5, and 1.0. This inconsistency should be corrected because it affects the interpretation of the results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
The manuscript is scientifically relevant and the general approach is acceptable, but several issues need to be addressed before the work can be considered scientifically strong. First, the authors should clarify whether rice husk ash was used as a mass replacement of metakaolin, an additive, or an additional solid component, because the mix design currently does not provide enough information for reproducibility.
Second, the paper would benefit from additional characterization of the geopolymer products, such as SEM, FTIR, XRD of hardened binders, or porosity analysis, to support the proposed explanation for strength development.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
	The literature review should be strengthened by adding more targeted studies on rice husk ash-derived activators, amorphous silica
	



	(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	dissolution, metakaolin geopolymer reaction mechanisms, and the environmental burden of commercial sodium silicate.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No direct ethical issues are apparent because the study does not involve human participants, animals, or sensitive personal data.
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