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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 manuscript is important for the scientific community as it provides a cost-effective and sustainable method for kiln construction using locally sourced materials. It addresses challenges in ceramic production, particularly in resource-limited settings, while promoting energy efficiency. The study also offers valuable insights into developing affordable refractory technologies for industrial use.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title, "Design and Construction of a Top-Hat Barrel Kiln," is clear and reflects the primary focus of the manuscript
	

	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 should correct 'This was to identity' to 'This was to identify the best sample.' Additionally, revise '50mm by 50mm sizes' to 'samples measuring 50 mm × 50 mm' for greater precision and adherence to scientific standards. Be specific about the purpose of these tests, such as evaluating compressive strength, thermal shock resistance, and other critical properties for kiln construction.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically correct based on the methodology, testing procedures, and analysis presented. It systematically explores the design and construction of a barrel kiln, supported by relevant tests such as compressive strength, thermal shock resistance, porosity, and water absorption, which are standard for evaluating refractory materials. The selection of materials, particularly Sample D, aligns with established scientific principles for optimizing kiln efficiency and durability. However, minor grammatical and formatting issues need correction to enhance clarity and readability.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript references a mix of sources, but some are outdated, such as those from the 1970s and 1990s. While these are foundational, more recent references (from the past 5-10 years) would strengthen the study, particularly in areas such as advancements in refractory materials, modern kiln design technologies, and sustainable construction practices.

Suggested additional references:

1. Recent studies on sustainable kiln construction or refractory materials in similar resource-constrained settings.

2. Articles on advancements in Computer-Aided Design (CAD) for industrial applications.

3. Research focusing on the energy efficiency and environmental impact of kilns published in leading materials science or ceramic journals.

Including updated references will ensure the manuscript reflects the latest developments in the field.
	

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


	The language quality of the article needs significant improvement as there are numerous grammatical and spelling errors that hinder its suitability for scholarly communication. Some examples include:

1. "This was to identity the best sample" – should be corrected to "This was to identify the best sample."

2. "The sample that was select is sample D" – should be revised to "The selected sample is Sample D."

3. "50mm by 50mm sizes" – should be corrected to "samples measuring 50 mm × 50 mm."

4. "The kiln was washed properly using grog and kaolin in 3:1 in order to seal up the crack on it" – should be clarified as "The kiln was properly sealed using a grog and kaolin mixture in a 3:1 ratio."

5. "This process has been tested and found to be the best composition for making brick" – should be revised to "This composition was tested and identified as the most suitable for brick-making."

A comprehensive language review is essential to ensure the manuscript meets the standards of scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses an important topic by exploring a cost-effective and sustainable approach to kiln construction, making it highly relevant for resource-constrained settings. The methodology is well-structured, and the results are clearly presented, demonstrating the feasibility of using locally sourced materials. However, the manuscript would benefit from:

1. A comprehensive language review to address grammatical errors and improve readability.

2. More recent references should be included to support the research and align with current advancements in the field.

3. Refining the abstract and introduction for conciseness and clarity, ensuring they effectively highlight the study's significance and contributions.

Overall, the manuscript holds the potential for significant impact but requires revisions to meet scholarly standards.
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	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)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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