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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	The subject is good concerning the of H2 as a future energy resource.
The use of coffee and tea bag wastes is recently dealt with, and gained attention.

However, the production cost is important challenging issue.

The continuous supply of feedstock must bev insured for sustainability.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Omit sustainable from the title to start with “Hydrogen….”
	

	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 contain the numerical findings obtained and be more concise and comprehensive. It should be shortened. Omit much of the irrelevant comprehension material, and focus on your work.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	I have these comments to authors:

1. The subject is good, but the paper is not well organized or edited. This must be looked at very carefully.

2. I corrected some of the language and wrote comments in red in the text. Therefore, all corrections and editing should be made in the attached file of the text. 

3. As a general remark, you give lengthy un-needed material for no reason. Omit all the comprehension material and focus on relevant material that serve your work.

4. The introduction is too long for no scientific reasons. Make it shorter, concise & comprehensive. Focus on relevant work in the subject and your research. At the end of introduction, state the main findings of your work.
5. Be sure to write the references according to the journal style (some in red are given). In the refs. you do not need to write the page number.

6. Some given numbers are given without units (e.g., those in red in the introduction).

7. In methodology section omit the following 2 lines, and start with 2.1.

8. All measuring instruments should be gathered in a table with full specs, models, measuring item sand rage, & accuracy.

9. In p. 6, 10 Hz is not a speed unit.0

10. Provide a schematic Give more details of the pyrolysis experimental conditions. Why 850 C and N2 1 l/m, and these should be given in the begging and not at the end as you mention it.

11. Table 3 should be 1.

12.  Give details of how you calculated the HHV values.

13. Discuss your results in a more deep scientific convincing manner.

14. Comparison with literature is needed.

15. What is the expected annual H2 production & H2 $/kg?

16. Fig. 5 shows nothing.

17. Check carefully table and figure numbers. I gave examples in red in the attached text.

18. Explain results in section 3.

19. HHV of 4568 is not significantly higher than 34532, which could be within experimental error So, your conclusion is the use of coffee waste rather than co-pyrolysis with tea bag waste. This will reduce cost.

20. The same applies to H2 %, 39.13% is not much higher than 35.59%

21. A trade off should be considered between cost and the little increase in H2 % and HHV.

22. Explain why 1:1 and not 2:1.

23. Re edit and better organize your tables and equations.
24 –Conclusion is too long, and contains materials not relevant to this section. Make it brief, concise and focus on your main results rather than the much un needed comprehension you gave.


	

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

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


	The language needs careful revision.
	

	Optional/General comments


	I attach the manuscript, with some corrections and comments in red. 
The authors should revise the paper with regard to this manuscript.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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