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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.


	The manuscript addresses the valorization of phosphogypsum, an industrial by-product with serious environmental concerns, through its conversion into value-added products. The comparative thermal analysis of conversion products derived from phosphogypsum and natural gypsum provides useful insights into the influence of impurities and structural defects on thermal behavior. Such information can be relevant for both materials scientists and chemical engineers working on waste recycling and sustainable process development. With proper structural revision and clarification of methodology, the study may contribute to the understanding of thermally driven transformation processes of gypsum-based materials.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and reflects the main focus of the study. However, it may benefit from slight clarification to emphasize the comparative nature of the work.  

Suggested alternative (optional): 

Thermal Analysis of Conversion Products Derived from Phosphogypsum and Natural Gypsum
	

	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 covers the general objectives and outcomes of the study; however, it is overly result-oriented and lacks clarity regarding the experimental scope. It is recommended to:

- Reduce detailed numerical results,

- Clearly distinguish between the purpose, methodology, and key findings,

- Explicitly state why thermal analysis is critical for evaluating the conversion process.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	From a scientific point of view, the manuscript is largely sound and based on accepted experimental techniques (TG-DTA/DSC). The interpretations related to impurity effects, crystallinity, and thermal behavior are generally reasonable.  

However, some claims particularly those implying reduced activation energy are not sufficiently supported by kinetic analysis and should be reformulated in qualitative terms to avoid overinterpretation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally relevant and adequate. Nevertheless, the manuscript relies heavily on descriptive discussion, and additional recent references related to kinetic analysis of carbonate decomposition and phosphogypsum valorization could strengthen the discussion.
	

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


	The English language is understandable but requires careful revision. There are issues related to sentence structure, clarity, and redundancy, particularly in the Introduction and Results sections. Professional language editing is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The Introduction section requires fundamental restructuring.

Currently, it contains methodological descriptions, implicit results,

and interpretative statements that should be relocated to the Materials

and Methods or Results and Discussion sections. Furthermore, several

claims related to thermal behavior appear to be conclusions of the

present study and should not be introduced at the background stage.

Some interpretations imply changes in activation energy; however,

no kinetic models (e.g., KAS or FWO) are presented. Such statements

should be reformulated or supported by appropriate kinetic analysis.


	


	PART  2: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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