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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 few sentences regarding the
importance this manuscript for scientific
community. Why do you like (or dislike) this
manuscript? Minimum 3-4 sentences may be
required for this part.

The manuscript captures the attention of utilizing waste to valuable commercial products. The
way the manuscript is written needs to be changed with elaborations on some sections as
highlighted

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

The title needs to be recasted to probably Use of rice straws in the construction industry
and future prospects for environmental sustainability

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do
you suggest addition (or deletion) of some points
in this section? Please write your suggestions
here.

The abstract is still scanty and doesn’t bring out the message clearly

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript
appropriate?

No. for instance, no section indicates the protocol used to screen literature which is pertinent
for the review

Please write few sentences regarding the
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do
think that this manuscript is scientifically robust
and technically sound? Minimum 3-4 sentences
may be required for this part.

The manuscript has glaring gaps that must addressed to make it robust. Comments for this
have been indicated

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

Recent literature was rarely used and this must be addressed by the author

Minor REVISION comments

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

The English was relatively good but lacked coherence

Optional/General comments

The manuscript must be rewritten to address the comments raised
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