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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 
 

The manuscript tackles information on marbles that can be used for 
cement manufacturing. There is little international information on 
these materials, both regarding geology and their use as raw 
materials. The content of the paper will serve to widen knowledge of 
an area that has not been exposed enough in international literature. 
 
However, the paper contains many drawbacks to be admitted as it is. 
First of all, the manuscript should follow a complete English edition. 
Also, many uncommon punctuation symbols and words are used in 
the text (e.g. ï, petardage, litage, vintage). They should be removed 
and changed to English equivalents before going ahead with any 
further revision. 
 
Regarding methodology: 
 
A revision of the description of analytical method should be done 
(e.g. a mixture of 7.200g lithium tetraborate (Li2 B2 O4 ) and 0.800g 
of powder??) 
 
Authors use a French normative. An explanation should be done, as 
a norme of wider application (e.g. European normative, ASTM) is 
more useful when thinking of a wider use of the product. If the French 
norm is more convenient, a wider explanation should be done for the 
publication in an international journal 
 
The paper mentions petrographic parameters (e.g. 
outcrop, granulometrie, color, structure, and numbers) but these are 
not most common petrographic parameters, as they refer mainly to 
macroscopic analysis.  
 
Some comments on descriptive issues: 
 
Grain size: average? Do you mean “médium”? 
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Conclusions: 
The white marble of the study area is very rich in CaO; Compared to 
what? At least add some material that has been used or study with 
the same purpose. 
 
The authors state as conclusion:  
The white marble is richer in CaO (52.65% - 55.45%) than the 
dolomitic one (30.15% - 31.78%) and less rich in MgO (0.65% - 
1.45%) than the dolomitic marble (15.76% - 19.69%). 
This is not a conclusion: All calcitic marbles have higher Ca than 
dolomitic marbles 
 
 
Regarding figures: 
 
Legend in Figure 2 states: 

 
 
that is very difficult, if not impossible, to see. 
 
Figure 6 is meaningless. Evolution of CaO from what to what? 
 
The observation about how calcitic marble has more calcium than 
dolomitic marble is redundant. The same about Mg. Figure 7 does 
not add anything new to the paper. 

Minor REVISION comments   
Optional/General comments   
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