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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. Isthetitle 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)

Yes

Yes

No. Abstract looks like an introduction and does not contain important analytical finding of
manuscript. Spelling mistakes are also there.

Yes

No. There is factual incorrectness. Introduction does not encompass progress in recycling
activities of C&D waste and rubber tyres and need of rubber blending to concrete.
Orientation for importance of rubberised concrete is required.

Inadequate references are provided in introduction section. The paper starts with
environmental issue and landed on freeze thaw mechanism. Thus direction of review is
skewed.

The authors have focussed more on freeze thaw damage mechanism in general rather than
implication with mixing of rubber/ rubber fibres, strength comparison, potential benefits, etc.
The focus should be more inclined on rubber mixing and problem it solves and views of
author.

Minor REVISION comments

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

Yes, except some grammatical mistakes and spellings such as tyres.

Optional/General comments

The author has raised important issue and its solutions which will have positive impact on
environment and society. However, latest development in available literature in this field is required
to be referred constructively with more focus on rubberised recycled concrete rather than in general
recycled concrete.

However, the manuscript can be made better by the author making it for publication by
including their own understanding, findings in a table, application experience for rubberised
tyre in a pilot and also commercially which is sporadically available in literature)
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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)

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

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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