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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- Line.7: the sentence is unclear.2- It is recommend that the authors compare theresults of the current research, replacement ofcement with CDA, with results obtained by theother replacement materials such as Fly Ash,Silica Fome, Rubber, … . What are the pros andcons?3- Authors should provide appropriate informationabout the long term behaviour of CDA. Concretestructures are usually built for more than 40years serviceability life. Is CDA life time longenough to be used in concrete structures?4- Tables.1 to 4: authors should explain that what isthe reason for decreasing the weight of thespecimens with 30% CDA with time passing?Also why the weight of the specimen with 20%CDA increases suddenly from 21day to 28days?5- How did the authors conclude that the thermalconductivity of the concrete made by CDA islower than normal concrete?

1. Line 7 has been corrected.2. Comparison of Results of currentresearch, replacement of cement withCDA, with results obtained by otherreplacement materials such as Fly Ash,Silica Fome, Rubber,---- will be done insubsequent manuscript. This researchfocuses on comparison with the controlspecimen.3. Noted.4. The weight of cube column has beenremoved by the advice of Reviewer 1.5. That section has been removed.

Minor REVISION comments 1- Authors must avoid repeating to abbreviate aphase more than one time. For example CDA atlines 6, 8, 10, 17, 158, …2- It is highly recommends that the authors mergeTables.1 to 4 as 3D graphs (x:CDA%; y:curingtime, z:response parameter)3- Authors should explain that what are possibleapplications of the concrete made with CDA?

1. Noted and corrected.2. Noted and corrected.3. These have been clearly stated in therecommendations.4. It will be done in subsequentmanuscript.5. Noted and corrected.
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4- Authors should compare the costs of the somesimple frame structures or any other possibleexample made by 0% and 10% CDA.5- Section 3.1. should be rewritten by addingappropriate explanations and interpretation ofthe results obtained from the experiments.
Optional/General comments


