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PART 1: Review Comments

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)

Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. lIs thetitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of
additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide
additional suggestions/comments)

The manuscript intends to give the outline on the practices adopted in the
construction site so as to manage materials.

Effect of poor materials management on materials waste is better understood for a
reader, if correlated with the results mentioned in the tables.

Yes

Yes, they arein line

Measures for effectiveness on construction materials on sites, the respective mean
values derived should have been substantiated with discussion for the drawn values.
Some references, e.g., in line 52, the citation is not mentioned appropriately (student,
2011), there are no recent literature support, 2016 being the latest shown, references
are not sufficient and written as required.

The graphical representation is not clear, it's a jpeg file which is not visible, the
results drawn from a model are not discussed below individual graphs. What does
the respondents who show poor professional experience convey and in the section
2.1 the influence of extreme temperature is not discussed i.e., impact of variation on
materials.

Census data is used in the section 2.2, which year's data it was ? what is the
instrument used ?

Minor REVISION comments

1. Islanguage/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

The flow is satisfactory while the discussion would have been more technical rather
than superficial mention of numbers.

Optional/General comments

Acceptable with necessary refinement
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Reviewer’'s comment

feedback here)

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

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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