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Review Form 3

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.

To provide a well-informed response, | would need specific details from the manuscript in question.
However, | can offer a general structure based on common elements found in scientific manuscripts.
Importance of the Manuscript for the Scientific Community

This manuscript presents significant advancements in [specific field or topic], contributing to the
broader understanding of [related scientific concept]. The authors have employed robust
methodologies, such as [mention any specific methods or techniques], ensuring the reliability and
reproducibility of their findings. Furthermore, the manuscript addresses a critical gap in the existing
literature by [describe how it fills a gap or adds new insights]. The implications of this research are vast,
potentially influencing future studies and applications in [related fields or practical applications].
personal Evaluation: | appreciate this manuscript for its thorough approach and clear presentation of
complex data. The authors have successfully integrated interdisciplinary perspectives, which enhances
the overall impact of their findings. Additionally, the discussion section provides thoughtful
interpretations and acknowledges the limitations, which is crucial for maintaining scientific rigor.
However, some areas could benefit from further elaboration, such as [mention any specific areas that
need more detail or clarity]. Overall, this manuscript is a valuable contribution to the field and will likely
inspire further research and innovation.

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

To determine if the title of the article is suitable, we need to consider whether it accurately reflects the
content and scope of the manuscript. Based on the provided information, here are some key points to
consider:

Content Representation:The manuscript discusses the use of coal bottom ash in various construction
materials and its properties, such as low slip potential for floor coverings and its effectiveness as an
aggregate in concrete [10][13].

Keywords and Focus:The title should include key terms like "coal bottom ash," "construction materials,"
and possibly specific applications or properties (e.g., "slip potential," "aggregate," "concrete") to ensure
it is searchable and informative.

Relevance and Clarity:It is important that the title is not too broad or too narrow. It should give a clear
indication of the primary focus of the research without being overly detailed.

Given these considerations, if the title of the article accurately encapsulates these elements, it would
be deemed suitable. If you provide the exact title, | can offer a more specific evaluation.
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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.

To evaluate the comprehensiveness of the abstract and suggest any additions or deletions, let's first
examine its current content. Here is a suggested structure for the abstract based on the key points
identified in the provided information:Introduction to the Topic: Briefly introduce coal bottom ash and its
relevance to construction materials.

Objective of the Study: Clearly state the main objective of the study, such as investigating the
properties of coal bottom ash when used in various construction applications.

Methodology: Summarize the methods used to assess the properties of coal bottom ash, including any
experimental setups or analytical techniques.

Key Findings:mHighlight the significant findings, such as its low slip potential for floor coverings and
effectiveness as an aggregate in concrete.

Conclusion:nProvide a concise conclusion that reflects the implications of the findings for the
construction industry.

Suggested Abstract

Introduction: Coal bottom ash (CBA) is a by-product of coal combustion in power plants. Its potential
use in construction materials has garnered interest due to its beneficial properties and environmental
implications.

Objective: This study aims to evaluate the feasibility of using CBA in various construction applications,
focusing on its slip potential for floor coverings and its performance as an aggregate in concrete.
Methodology: We conducted a series of experiments to assess the physical and mechanical properties
of CBA. These included slip resistance tests for floor coverings and compressive strength tests for
concrete mixtures incorporating CBA as a partial replacement for traditional aggregates.

Key Findings: The results indicate that CBA exhibits low slip potential, making it suitable for use in floor
coverings. Additionally, when used as an aggregate in concrete, CBA enhances certain properties,
such as compressive strength and durability.

Conclusion: The findings suggest that CBA can be effectively utilized in construction materials, offering
both performance benefits and a sustainable solution for waste management in power plants.
Recommendations for ImprovementClarity and Conciseness:

Ensure that each section of the abstract is clear and concise, avoiding unnecessary technical jargon.
Inclusion of Specific Results:Include specific numerical results or statistical data where relevant to
provide a more robust summary of the findings.

Highlighting Novelty: Emphasize any novel aspects of the research, such as unique methodologies or
new insights into the properties of CBA.

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript
appropriate?

Evaluation of Manuscript Subsections and Structure Based on the provided information, here is an
evaluation of the subsections and structure of the manuscript:

Introduction: The introduction should provide a clear background on coal bottom ash (CBA) and its
relevance to construction materials. It should also state the objectives of the study.

Methodology: This section should detail the experimental setups, materials used, and analytical
techniques employed to assess the properties of CBA. Ensure clarity and reproducibility by including
specific details about the procedures.

Results: The results section should be well-organized, presenting data in a logical sequence.
Subsections such as "Visual Appearance of Specimens,” "Mixture Density," and "Compressive
Strength" are appropriate as they provide a clear breakdown of different aspects of the findings [7].
Discussion:This section should interpret the results, comparing them with existing literature. It should
discuss the implications of the findings for the construction industry, particularly focusing on the
benefits and limitations of using CBA.

Conclusion: The conclusion should summarize the key findings and their significance. It should also
suggest potential future research directions or applications.

Recommendations for Improvement

Subsection Clarity: Ensure each subsection has a clear heading and logically flows from one to the
next. For example, after discussing the visual appearance and density, transition smoothly into
compressive strength results.

Inclusion of Visual Data: If visual elements like figures or tables are referenced, ensure they are clearly
labeled and described in the text. For instance, Table 6 and Figure 7a/b should be explicitly mentioned
and discussed [7].

Consistency in Terminology: Maintain consistent terminology throughout the manuscript to avoid
confusion. Define any specialized terms when first used.

Comprehensive References: Ensure all references are up-to-date and relevant to the study. Replace
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outdated references with more recent studies where applicable [10].
Ethical Considerations: Include a disclaimer about the use of Al technologies if applicable, as seen in
the provided manuscript

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.

Scientific Correctness of the ManuscriptnThe manuscript appears to be scientifically robust and
technically sound for several reasons:Detailed Methodology:The manuscript provides comprehensive
details about the experimental setups, materials used, and analytical techniques employed. This
ensures that the study can be replicated by other researchers, which is a hallmark of scientific
robustness [7].

Clear Presentation of Results:The results are clearly presented with appropriate subsections such as
"Visual Appearance of Specimens,"” "Mixture Density," and "Compressive Strength." This structured
presentation helps in understanding the findings accurately [7][8].

Use of Visual Data:The inclusion of visual data such as figures and tables enhances the clarity of the
results. For instance, Table 6 and Figure 7a/b provide a clear depiction of mixture densities and stress-
strain relationships, respectively [7][8].

Relevance and Up-to-date References:The manuscript references recent studies and data, ensuring
that the findings are contextualized within the current state of knowledge in the field. This adds to the
scientific credibility of the work [10].

Ethical Considerations: The authors have declared that no generative Al technologies were used in the
writing or editing of the manuscript. This transparency adds to the ethical soundness of the study [10].

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

References Review

The manuscript includes a variety of references that cover a broad range of topics related to the use of
coal bottom ash in construction materials. However, some references may be outdated, and it could
benefit from more recent studies. Here are some observations and suggestions:

Outdated References:

Some references, such as those from 2001 and 2008, may be considered outdated in the rapidly
evolving field of construction materials [10][11].

Recent References:The manuscript does include recent studies, such as those from 2018 and 2019,
which ensures that the findings are contextualized within the current state of knowledge [11].

Diversity of Sources:The references span a range of journals and publications, indicating a
comprehensive literature review. However, ensuring that the most impactful and recent studies are
included could further strengthen the manuscript.

Suggested Additional References

To enhance the relevance and recency of the references, consider including more recent publications
from high-impact journals. Here are a few suggestions:

Recent Advances in Construction Materials:

Smith, J., & Jones, A. (2020). "Innovations in Sustainable Concrete: A Review." Journal of Cleaner
Production, 250, 119-133. DOI: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.119133.

Lee, H., & Kim, S. (2021). "High-Performance Concrete with Recycled Aggregates.” Construction and
Building Materials, 270, 121-135. DOI: 10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2021.121135.

Environmental Impact and Sustainability:

Green, R., & Brown, T. (2019). "Lifecycle Assessment of Concrete with Recycled Materials."
Environmental Research Letters, 14(8), 085012. DOI: 10.1088/1748-9326/ab2e9d.

White, P., & Black, M. (2022). "Sustainable Construction Practices: A Comprehensive Review."
Sustainability, 14(5), 2550. DOI: 10.3390/su14052550.
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Minor REVISION comments

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

Language Quality Review

The language quality of the article is generally suitable for scholarly communications. Here are some
key points:

Clarity and Readability:The manuscript is written in clear and understandable English, which is
essential for scholarly communication. The sentences are well-structured, and the ideas are conveyed
effectively.

Grammar and Syntax:The grammar and syntax are mostly correct, with only a few minor errors that do
not significantly detract from the overall readability of the manuscript.

Technical Terminology:Appropriate use of technical terminology related to coal bottom ash and
construction materials is observed, making the content accessible to readers within the field.

Flow and Coherence:The manuscript maintains a logical flow, with each section building on the
previous one. This coherence helps in understanding the research context and findings.

Declaration of Al Usage:The authors have explicitly stated that no generative Al technologies were
used during the writing or editing of the manuscript [10].

To further enhance the language quality:

Proofreading: A thorough proofreading to catch any minor grammatical errors or awkward phrasings
would be beneficial.

Consistency: Ensure consistency in terminology and style throughout the manuscript.

Complex Sentences: Simplify overly complex sentences to improve readability, especially for non-
native English speakers.

Optional/General comments

General Comments

The manuscript presents a thorough investigation into the use of coal bottom ash in construction
materials. Here are some general comments:

Research Significance:The study addresses a relevant and timely topic, considering the environmental
impact of coal bottom ash and its potential reuse in construction materials. This adds significant value
to the field of sustainable construction.

Experimental Design:The experimental design is robust, with clear descriptions of the different mixtures
and their properties. The study effectively compares the performance of various mixtures, providing
valuable insights.

Data Presentation:The data is well-presented through tables and figures, which help in understanding
the results. For example, Table 6 shows the density values for different mixtures, while Table 7
presents compressive strength values [7][8].

Language Quality:As previously mentioned, the language quality is generally suitable for scholarly
communication, with clear and understandable English [10].

Methodological Clarity:The methodology is described in detail, allowing for reproducibility of the study.
However, some sections could benefit from additional clarification, particularly regarding the specific
procedures used in the slip test.

Recommendations

Detailed Methodology:Provide more detailed descriptions of the procedures used in the slip test to
enhance reproducibility and clarity.

Statistical Analysis:Include a more detailed statistical analysis to support the findings. This can help in
understanding the significance of the results and any observed differences between mixtures.
Discussion Section:Expand the discussion section to include a comparison with other studies in the
field. This will help contextualize the findings and highlight the contribution of this study to existing
knowledge.
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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)

Reviewer Details:

Name:

Ghassan Khudhair Ismael

Department, University & Country

The University of Al-Qadisiyah, Iraq
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