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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.
	The manuscript is significant for the scientific community because it contributes to the understanding of how locally available natural stones, such as Bida stones, influence the mechanical properties of concrete. By developing predictive models, the research offers valuable tools for optimizing concrete mix designs, reducing material costs, and improving structural performance in regions where Bida stones are abundant.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It is better to modify the title as: 

Development of Predictive Models of Mechanical Properties of Concrete using Bida Natural Stones as Coarse Aggregate
	

	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.


	Abstract needs to be revised
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, but major revisions are needed along with additional elaborations and supporting references. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are too few (13), and additional references (atleast 10) need to be included to strengthen the manuscript.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Some minor grammar issues need to be resolved 
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The introduction section requires additional supporting references and further elaboration.
2. Emphasis should be given in the introduction part to highlight the research gap clearly and boldly.

3. The manuscript lacks clarity on the percentage level or the extent to which natural coarse aggregates are replaced by the Bida stones in concrete production.

4. In section 3.1, details of the physical properties of materials such as sand, coarse aggregates, and Bida stone, including specific gravity, moisture content, unit weight, water absorption, and others, need to be included in the manuscript.

5. The cementitious materials, including the chemical composition of the cement used for making the concrete mixtures, also need to be included in the manuscript.
6. The width of Figure 1 is too large compared to its height and needs to be resized.
7. Figures 2 to 6 are too large and need to be resized.
8. In section 3.2, the manuscript indicates that a total of 1600 samples were cast; therefore, it is important to include a summary of the concrete specimens, specifying details such as test types, types of specimens, dimensions, number of specimens, and others important information.

9. In section 4, formulas for the p-value (level of significance), standard deviation, S, R2, and adj R2 need to be included, along with further discussion supported by references.
10. In Section 4 (Residual Plot), the normal probability plots of the residuals for the mechanical properties in each plot need to be discussed, with supporting references included.
11. [image: image2.png]xX,,%, and x,



 are not defined previously; they are defined in Table 2.
12. In the study, five different models were developed to predict the mechanical properties of concrete (compressive strength, flexural strength, splitting strength, and elastic modulus) in terms of [image: image4.png]xX,,%, and x,



​. However, the manuscript does not indicate which model is more appropriate for predicting concrete properties, and this information needs to be included.
13. Level of discussion is poorly presented and needs to be expanded supported by references.

14. A comparison of the results for various mechanical properties of concrete (compressive strength, flexural strength, splitting strength, and elastic modulus) conducted by different researchers with those of this study needs to be included in the manuscript.
15. The conclusion section is poorly developed and needs to be expanded.

16. The manuscript needs to explore the implications, practical applications, and contributions to the field.
17. Detailed recommendations and offering suggestions for future research is needed.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

(Highest: 10 Lowest: 0)
Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	Serious major revision: (5.5)
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