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	PART  1: Review Comments



	Compulsory REVISION 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	I dislike the overall write up of the manuscript, there are no points clearly defining novelty and the work has a lot of plagiarised content, including diagrams.
Experimental backing is seriously lacking.

The title is not well framed, and literature reviewed is little.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No, it’s confusing, what do the authors mean when they insert FTIR in the title? it is misleading
Alternative would be without the FTIR 
	

	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 is not well written, it mostly talking about the results, but does not guide the readers systematically as expected of a summarized scientific write up. 
It lacks specificity, no key compounds identified and named, limited mention of methodology, no mention of challenges and the conclusion is too general.
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	Fairly appropriate, but some key omissions, there is a limited discussion of experimental design, but authors could have considered adding economic feasibility and environmental impact summary to add more weight. 
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	Whilst it mentions use of well-established analytical techniques; GC-MS and FTIR, the results obtained are very scanty, so I don’t feel it is scientifically robust and technically sound owing to the scanty data provided and no explanations for choices in the methodology.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.

-
	The references are too few to soundly back up the manuscript, some key references are not reflected, the work is not original, the schematic diagram is from https://ir.uitm.edu.my/id/eprint/60566/1/60566.pdf
As well as other statements the authors used.
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	English quality needs to be checked, several typos present throughout.

	

	Optional/General comments


	There are strong indications the work is not original and is lacking in novelty.
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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)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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