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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

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

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	REVIWER COMMENT’s

1. In Abstract : Independent variables (precursor and activating agent types, impregnation time) do not need to be repeated. It is best to use them when stating the research objective (This research investigates…).
2. In sub 2.2.2.3. Carbonization Conditions. It is said that the duration of holding at this temperature varies depending on the precursors. In your research, you must specifically state the duration. 

3. In general, the production of activated carbon involves dehydration, carbonization, and activation. This study does not explain the activation process mechanism. 

4. Biogas consists of many components, such as H₂S, CO, CO₂, and H₂O. Explain how biogas with an initial concentration (Ci) of CO at 10, 20, 50, 100, 200, 500, and 1000 ppm can be produced from biogas containing multiple components ?

5. In this study, the experiment used 3 factors and 2 levels, applying the Taguchi method with an Orthogonal Array of L8(2³). Since the goal is to absorb CO from biogas, the appropriate objective function should be "larger-the-better" — the higher the CO adsorption, the better the performance of the activated carbon. From this, the optimal factors and levels for CO adsorption can be determined. However, in this study, the reference used to determine the optimal condition was iodine adsorption, even though the ultimate target is CO adsorption. This may lead to inaccuracies, because the effectiveness of activated carbon adsorption depends, among other things, on the type of substance being adsorbed. This is highly influenced by the pore size distribution of the activated carbon and the molecular dimensions of the adsorbed substance. Activated carbon with the same pore size distribution may exhibit different adsorption capacities for different substances. In this case, if CO from biogas were directly used in the Taguchi OA design as the adsorbed substance, the optimal conditions might be different. (Iodine and CO have different molecule dimension).

6. Activated carbon synthesized from the Hevea variety HK and activated with K₂CO₃ was found to be optimal in this study. To reinforce this finding, it is important to provide a scientific explanation for why this combination yields superior performance?

7. In the conclusion, it is stated that: "Furthermore, a comparison with activated carbons derived from other biomasses shows that the material produced exhibits comparable or even superior CO adsorption capacity and biogas purification efficiency. Thanks to the use of K₂CO₃ and rubber tree branches, this activated carbon combines high performance, low production cost, and environmental sustainability, offering a competitive advantage over similar materials." However, the discussion section does not present any quantitative comparison of CO adsorption from biogas with similar studies or previously published results.
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