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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.


	This manuscript is important as it addresses the need for sustainable and cost-effective materials in concrete production using locally available Bida natural stones. The study's use of statistical models to predict the mechanical properties of concrete offers valuable insights for optimizing mix designs. Additionally, the approach provides a replicable method for similar studies, promoting sustainability and affordability in construction.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable as it highlights key aspects of the study, such as Bida natural stones and their impact on concrete properties. However, it could be more specific by mentioning "statistical models" or "optimization." A refined version could be: "Optimization of Concrete Mixes Using Bida Natural Stones: A Statistical Approach to Predict Mechanical Properties."
	

	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 clear and provides a concise overview of the study, so no major changes are necessary. However, for further clarity and flow, you could rephrase it slightly as:

"This study evaluates the mechanical properties of concrete using Bida natural stones as coarse aggregate, optimized through response surface methodology (RSM). A central composite design was applied to assess compressive strength, tensile strength, elastic modulus, flexural strength, and slump. Statistical models showed strong validation, with R² values ranging from 89.7% to 100%, confirming the suitability of Bida stone-based concrete for structural applications such as slabs, beams, and foundations."

This minor adjustment improves readability without changing the meaning.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically correct, as it follows a systematic and established methodology for evaluating the mechanical properties of concrete using Bida natural stones as coarse aggregate.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list would benefit from the inclusion of more recent studies, particularly those from the last five years, to reflect current trends in the use of natural aggregates, optimization techniques, and statistical modeling. Including additional references on Bida natural stones in concrete mixes and recent research on Response Surface Methodology (RSM) in concrete optimization would improve the relevance. Furthermore, updating the reference list with more recent standards for concrete testing and material properties, along with adding more peer-reviewed journal articles or established textbooks, would strengthen the manuscript.
	

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


	The manuscript's language can be improved in several areas. First, sentence structure should be simplified for better readability by breaking down long sentences. Redundant phrases, such as repeating "28 days," should be removed for clarity. Minor grammar issues, like incorrect word choices or missing spaces, need correction. Technical terms should be clarified, especially when referencing p-values and model fits. The flow of the paper should be more organized to guide the reader smoothly through the methodology and results sections. Additionally, proper use of articles and prepositions is necessary for clearer expression.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The conclusion should more clearly highlight the key findings, specifically the effectiveness of central composite design in optimizing concrete mix parameters, the development of statistical models for various mechanical properties, and the validation of these models through graphical analysis. It would also be beneficial to mention any practical implications or limitations of the models in real-world applications.
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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)

NO
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	Based on the information provided, there is no indication of competing interest issues in the manuscript.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	NO
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	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)
	8
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