Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Advanced Research and Reports 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJARR_135771

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Enhancing the Thermal Stability of Polyvinyl Chloride Using Plant Oils: A Chemical Perspective on Recent Innovations

	Type of the Article
	Review


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This article attracted my great attention because it discusses various methods and materials for stabilizing polyvinyl chloride (PVC), one of the most widely used polymers in industrial applications, aiming to achieve improved material properties. The article particularly stands out as it attempts to enhance PVC performance by controlling HCl generation and effectively neutralizing the chlorine present in its structure. This addresses a significant challenge in neutron shielding, which the scientific community is actively working to overcome.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is excellent and highly suitable, clearly conveying the main subject and objective of the research. However, since this is a review article that focuses on environmentally friendly approaches, it might have been more appropriate to use one of the following titles:

"Recent Advances in Plant Oil-Based Stabilizers for Enhancing Thermal Stability of Polyvinyl Chloride: A Comprehensive Review"

"Green Chemistry Approaches to Improve PVC Thermal Stability: A State-of-the-Art Review on Plant Oil-Derived Stabilizers"
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract written in this article is very comprehensive and well-aligned with the main objectives of the paper. It effectively addresses the use of plant oils for PVC stabilization, discusses the issues associated with traditional stabilizers, and briefly highlights the advantages of these plant-based alternatives.
It is suggested to the author(s) that the following improvements be made to the abstract:

1. Clearly state the type of the article – Since this is a review article, it should be explicitly mentioned.

2. Clarify that the findings are based on recent scientific studies – This adds credibility and context to the claims made.

3. Avoid repetitive phrases – Instead, use paraphrased expressions to enhance clarity and readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Considering that this article is a review paper and the cited references are reputable, it appears that the results and the overall approach are valid and well-founded.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Reference number 48 cites LinkedIn, but it is unclear where exactly this source refers to .Some references only refer to the journal website without mentioning the article title, exact year, or even the journal name itself—such as the references related to BioRes.  

Most of the cited papers from reputable platforms like ScienceDirect lack DOIs, which reduces their traceability and scientific reliability.
	

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


	The structure and content of the text are well-suited for conveying the intended meaning. However, grammatical accuracy has not been fully observed , particularly in the following areas:

· The space between the author's name and "et al. " is missing in several citations.

· Inconsistent spacing is present throughout the text, especially before parentheses , which affects the overall readability and professionalism of the writing.

These issues should be corrected to meet academic and scientific publishing standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The gray column in Figure 4 of the article is not labeled or explained, making it unclear which material or stabilizer's cost it represents.
In Figure 1, the legend box is overlapping with the vertical data, which may reduce the clarity of the chart.
The graphs are not tangible and the numbers are not precisely defined, and it is better to use more mathematical software such as Origin Lab.
Most of the references lacked DOIs , which reduces traceability and credibility.

Some sources were unfortunately not credible —based on my searches, I was unable to locate certain cited works.

There were noticeable grammatical and language-related issues in the English writing.
The figures were not properly formatted and would benefit from being redesigned using professional software such as OriginLab or similar tools for better clarity and professionalism.
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