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	PART  1: Review Comments



	Compulsory REVISION 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The use of fly ash in (CEB) CSEBs, combined with palm fibre reinforcement, holds significant potential within the scientific community. The study of the interaction between fly ash and palm fibre in CSEBs is a valuable contribution that can inspire further research. However, the manuscript contains many sections that are directly copied, which hampers the quality and authenticity of the paper. The manuscript could benefit from more informative content to enhance its clarity and engagement. While the idea and the valuable data presented are commendable, the manuscript needs serious major improvement.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title 'INFLUENCE OF FLY ASH AND PALM FIBRE ON THE MECHANICAL PROPERTIES OF COMPRESSED STABILIZED EARTH BLOCKS' is more appropriate as it accurately reflects the stabilization of the blocks. The term 'CSEB' (Compressed Stabilized Earth Block) should be used instead of 'CEB' to clearly indicate that the blocks are stabilized, ensuring the title is precise and aligned with the content of the study. 
	

	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 of the article lacks comprehensiveness. 

1. The connection between lines 3 and 4 lacks coherence. I recommend elaborating on how and why fly ash and palm fibre-reinforced CSEB effectively address the challenges of low-cost housing. This will improve the logical flow and provide a clearer understanding of the material's significance in solving these issues.

2. The last sentence of the abstract could be strengthened as follows:
"Optimal stabilization of laterite with 7.5% fly ash and 1% palm fibre by weight of the laterite is recommended for use in Compressed Stabilized Earth Blocks (CSEB)."
3. I would recommend using the term 'soil' instead of 'laterite,' as Compressed Stabilized Earth Blocks (CSEBs) are not exclusively made from lateritic soil. Using 'soil' allows researchers to replicate the study in areas where laterite might not be readily available.
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	1. Subsection Title: The "Laterite" subsection under "Materials and Methods" appears less appropriate. I recommend renaming this subsection to "Soil" to broaden the applicability of the content and reflect that CSEBs are not exclusively made from lateritic soil.

2. Research Gap: Discuss the research gap precisely.
3. Natural Fiber vs. Stabilizer: Introducing Natural fibre as a reinforcing material rather than a stabilizer would be more logical. It would be more informative and supportive to discuss the use of other fibres such as jute fibre, areca nut fibre, sugarcane bagasse etc in CSEBs, in addition to palm fibre, banana fibre, and coconut fibre. The discussion should include the effects of using these fibres in CSEBs, incorporating results on compressive strength, optimal fibre length, and other mechanical properties. I also recommend comparing the advantages of palm fibre with other fibres like jute, areca nut, coconut, banana, sugarcane bagasse etc for usage in CSEB.

4. Stabilization of CSEB: The methods for stabilizing Compressed Stabilized Earth Blocks (CSEBs) need to be discussed more comprehensively. Further discussion is needed on the use of cement, lime, and fly ash in CSEBs. It's important to specify which types of soil are most suitable for fly ash stabilization. Discussion on how the selected soil used in the research program aligns well with fly ash stabilization is required. 
5. CSEB Limitations: CSEBs are known to be fragile under tensile stress, have lower compressive strength, and have limited water resistance. A discussion on these limitations is needed, supported by appropriate references.

6. Palm and Palm Fiber: A more detailed discussion on palm and palm fibre is necessary. Including photographs of palm fruit and its fibre would enhance the section and provide visual context.

7. Compaction and OMC: The soil's compaction effort and Optimum Moisture Content (OMC) should be discussed in detail, along with the OMC of the soil used in the study as the water added to the CSEB mixture is related to OMC. Moisture curves may enhance the quality of the work.
8. Result and Discussion: A comparison of the results with existing literature data can enhance the strength of the manuscript.
9. Conclusion Section: Point out the key results in the conclusion. The things discussed in the conclusion part of the manuscript should be in the result and discussion section.

	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	The manuscript presents a commendable idea and valuable data. The mechanical properties of CSEBs are investigated through Compressive Strength and Density tests, both of which are core characteristics of CSEBs. The research methodology is sound, the experiments are well-designed.
However, despite the promising concept, the omission of a water absorption test is a significant drawback. Fly ash significantly impacts the water absorption characteristics of CSEBs, making it essential to understand its effects, along with palm fibre, on water absorption to draw conclusive statements. 
Additionally, while the manuscript notes a decrease in compressive strength and density beyond a 7.5% fly ash addition, this phenomenon is neither adequately explained nor justified.

Given these gaps, the manuscript presents a valuable concept but requires substantial revision to address these missing components.


	

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

-
	1.[19] reference is invalid.

2. The addition of references is required, as it is suggested to include discussion and information with supportive references.
3. “minimum compressive strength requirements of 1.65 N/mm2 for lateritic blocks as specified by the Nigeria Building and Road Research Institute”- give valid and appropriate reference to this statement
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	There are some grammatical and syntax errors. I would recommend cross-checking the grammatical errors.

	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Cost-effectiveness of the material is required.
2. A discussion on the palm waste hampering the environment (drainage system) will enhance the quality of the article. 

	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with 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 details)
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