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	Reviewer’s comment
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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 upgrading of biomass-derived bio-oil via pyrolysis and fluid catalytic cracking, a topic of growing relevance in renewable energy research. Exploring co-processing with vacuum gas oil contributes to ongoing efforts to integrate biomass into existing petroleum refining streams. Such studies help expand the scientific community’s understanding of bio-oil stabilization, fuel-quality improvement, and potential pathways toward sustainable energy diversification.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable, as it accurately reflects the core processes and analytical techniques used. However, it may be improved for clarity and flow. Suggested alternative: “Co-Pyrolysis and Catalytic Cracking of Coconut Shell Oil with Vacuum Gas Oil: Production and FTIR/GC–MS Characterization of Upgraded Bio-Oil.”


	

	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 fully comprehensive. While it provides a direct summary, it lacks a clear structure outlining the research motivation, literature gap, methodology details, key findings. A more structured and informative abstract would improve clarity and scientific value.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically grounded in its experimental intent and analytical techniques (FTIR and GC–MS). However, the scientific presentation lacks clarity, depth, and critical interpretation. The methodology is not sufficiently detailed for reproducibility, and the discussion does not demonstrate strong analytical rigor or comparison with existing literature. Thus, the manuscript requires substantial strengthening before it can be considered scientifically robust.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript contains a substantial number of references. However, their integration is weak due to the briefness of the core sections. Key statements in the methodology and introduction are not sufficiently supported by cited literature. The reference list is large, but the manuscript does not demonstrate strong linkage between citations and the research narrative.
	

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


	The English language is generally clear and readable. However, the structure of the manuscript—including flow, organization, and transitions between sections—requires refinement for scholarly communication. Improving cohesion and scientific articulation will enhance readability and overall quality.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a relevant topic for renewable energy research but requires major revisions. The introduction lacks depth, the methodology is insufficiently described, and the results/discussion sections are underdeveloped. Strengthening these sections, improving flow, and aligning citations with the text will significantly enhance the manuscript’s scientific value.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues are observed. The research does not involve human or animal subjects or hazardous biological materials. No ethical concerns arise from the content of this study.
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