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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)

Compulsory REVISION comments >

The authors did not justify the use of bentonite.
Line 80: the authors should mention the nature
of the used bentonite (calcium or sodium), its
origin and its chemical analysis.

Line 82: The authors should justify the
determination of water content value of 0.268g.
Line 85: Before being stored in air, when should
specimens be unmolded.

Does the tests carried out according to any
standards or/ and recommendations? if yes, they
should be cited.

The figures can be better drawn, larger and well
framed.

Why the results of sample G (the witness
sample), are not represented on the figures to
compare?

In the results and discussion section, for the cold
crushing strength, the refractoriness, and the
thermal shock resistance: The authors give the
results and make conclusions, without figures or
tables to track the evolution of these
characteristics depending on the bentonite
content, or other parameters.

Minor REVISION comments >

The sentences are too long, they should be
divided by some commas.

Line 28: etc. not e.t.c.

Line 63-65 the sentence is ambiguous, it can be
better drafted.

Ligne 83 : molded not moulded.
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> Line 89: Sample bricks of 6 x 3.65cm? not 6 x
3.65cm.

» Line 115 and 131: Equations 1 and 3 are not
clear.

» In part conclusion, give once again the
composition of mixture B.

Optional /General comments » Line 47: the addition of the SEM and / or EDS (if
exist), will support and enhance the paper.

» Line 80: Is there any known chemical reaction
between the used bentonite and the EAF
particles?

» Line 131: Fd should be replaced by Df, unless it is
a universal notation.
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