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Dear Reviewer,
Thank you for your valuable comments. Based on your comments, authors give point-to-point responses as follows:
Comment 1: The introduction of the manuscript does not fully overview the research and does not highlight the significance of the research.
Responses 1: Thank you for this suggestion. I have presented this content in section on page 2 and page 3 of this manuscript. 
Comment 2: Are the words "soft clays" in table 1 and "soil" in table 2 different?
Responses 2: Thank you for this suggestion. The word "soft clays" in Table 1 is intended for clays after the soil has been classified. The word "soil" in Table 2 is used for soil in general. Therefore, the authors can use the word "soil" in Table 2 instead of The word "soft
Comment 3: What type of cement is used in this manuscript?
Responses 3: Thank you for this suggestion. I have presented this content in Table 2 on page 4 of this manuscript. The cement used is Phuc Son PCB40 cement.
Comment 4: The manuscript does not explain the results shown in Figures 4 and 5?
- Why when cement increases from 12% to 15%, the strength increases from 70%
to 90%? Theoretical basis to explain this?
- Why when cement increases from 15% to 20%, the strength only increases by
15%?
Responses 4: Thank you for this suggestion. We explained the results shown in Figures 4 in section 3 on page 5. In addition, we would like to present the table of results of the axial  load test of the samples as follows in Table 1:



Table 1 : The results of the axial  load test of the samples
	Number of samples
	Unconfined compressive strength
	Cement content
	Percent increase 
in cement content
	Percent increase 
in the unconfined compressive strength

	
	7 days
	28 days
	%
	%
	%

	5%
	177.1
	249.5
	-
	-
	-

	8%
	510.4
	842.3
	8%
	60%
	238%

	10%
	860.5
	961.3
	10%
	25%
	14%

	12%
	1228.2
	1632.4
	12%
	20%
	70%

	15%
	1698.4
	3244.1
	15%
	25%
	99%

	18%
	2237.7
	3414.4
	18%
	20%
	5%

	20%
	2465.3
	3928.1
	20%
	11%
	15%

	25%
	4839.9
	6185.6
	25%
	25%
	57%


   When increasing the cement content from 5% to 8%, the corresponding increase in compressive strength of the average 28-day sample is 60%, rising from 249.5 MPa to 842.3 MPa, representing a 238% increase. When the cement content increases from 8% to 10%, the percentage increase is 25%, with the compressive strength of the average 28-day sample rising from 842.3 MPa to 961.3 MPa, reflecting a 14% increase. As the content increases from 10% to 12%, the compressive strength of the sample surges from 961.3 MPa to 1632.4 MPa, corresponding to a 70% increase. The increase continues to reach 90% when the content rises from 12% to 15%. However, upon exceeding the threshold of 15% content, the percentage increase in strength somewhat decreases, reaching only a 5% increase when the cement content rises from 15 to 18%. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]     The experiment results showed that when the cement content increased from 5% to 10%, the particle distribution of the cement and soil did not reach the optimal ratio. When the content increased from 10% to 15%, the particle distribution ratio reached the optimal threshold, and at this point, the particle composition ratio of soil and cement reached the optimal ratio for the strength of the experimental material. When the cement content increased from 15% to 20%, the strength of the soil-cement material was mainly determined by the cement.
    With cement content ranging from 10% to 15%, the experimental material exhibited a significant increase in strength percentage, from 70% to 99%. This is due to various factors related to the particle composition of the soil, organic content of the soil, and other chemical components of the geological area. In the scope of this research paper, the author only presents the results achieved from the experiments.
Comment 5: Reviewers do not understand the results shown in Figure 4?
Responses 5: Thank you for this suggestion. We explained the results shown in Figures 4 in section 3 on page 5. (A portion of the response to this question is in Response 4) 
Comment 6: References are not sufficient to support the manuscript.
Responses 6: Thank you for this suggestion. References are mentioned by us on page 7 of this manuscript. 
We would like to thank the referee again for taking the time to review our manuscript. We hope the manuscript after careful revisions meet your high standards. We are happy to respond to any further questions and comments you may have. 
We hope the reviewer accepts our explanation. 
Sincerely thank you.
