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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 subject matter is relevant. However, the problem statement/rational of the work is not clear in the manuscript. Therefore, it is hard to justify the conducted tests and their results
in the manuscript. The authors should provide critical reviews of
the  most  relevant  literatures  for  clarity  and  justification of  the rational.  Please  refer  to  the  comments  provided  in “Optional/General Comments” section below.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	
Title of the article is clear and concise.
	

	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.
	
Yes,  the  abstract  is  comprehensive and  acceptable  in  terms  of structure and language.
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	The  structure  and  sections/sub-sections  of  the  manuscript  are appropriate and acceptable.
	

	

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.
	As mentioned in “Optional/General Comments” section below, the two points are lacking in this manuscript. First, the authors should clearly  state  rational/importantace/significance  of  the  work  by
critically reviewing similar published literatures. Second, only two
parameters, namely average density and compressive strength, of the CEB is not enough to characterize the impacts of fly ash and palm fiber  addition  in  my  view.  Therefore,  the  authors  should provide other relevant data (if any) and compare them with the results of similar published works to validate their results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
The cited references are relatively recent and enough in numbers.
	







	Minor REVISION comments

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

The English language used in the manuscript is a standard one and acceptable for publication.
	

	

















Optional/General comments
	


•	Rational of the research is very general. A critical review of relevant literatures is necessary to properly state rational of this research. For example, there may be other available literatures about using fly ash and palm fiber in preparing compressed earth  blocks  (CEBs). The  literature  review part should highlight how this research is different from other published similar research works.
•	Only two properties (density and compressive strength) of CEB comprising of fly ash and palm fiber may not be sufficient in characterizing it in this research. How about taking other properties like water absorption, weathering effects & so on into consideration?
•	The  proportion of  palm fiber  in  CEB  is  taken 1%  by weight in all the tests. Why is this particular value used in the tests? How about the scenario of varying palm fiber proportions in the tests?
•	Table 3: Is the given palm fiber radius (90mm) correct or typing error?
•	Results & discussion: The average density data in Table 5 is  cited  in  the  texts  incorrectly. Similarly,  the  average compressive strength data in Table 6 is cited incorrectly.
•    How about reproducibility of average density data (Fig. 4)
& compressive strength data (Fig. 5)? Testing at least three same  type  of  samples of  CEB  and  expressing the  test results together with error bars would provide validity of the results to the readers.
•	As only two properties (average density and compressive strength) are taken into consideration, the data/results are insufficient for a peer reviewed journal article.
	






•	The test results presented in the manuscript should be critically discussed & compared with reference to the results of published similar research articles.
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	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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