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	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	This manuscript provides a thorough characterization of atmospheric residue as FCC feedstock, like its density, residual carbon, and metal content and, also describe how these properties affect cracking efficiency, coke formation, and product yields. The study also emphasizes the environmental implications of using heavy residues, helping guide safer and more sustainable FCC operations. Thus, it can serve as a useful reference for researchers and engineers’ fellow to optimize feedstock quality and process performance.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it seems the title is appropriate as it clearly reflects the subject of the study and the industrial case being investigated. However, it is slightly long and could be made more concise while keeping the focus.
	

	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 clear and provides the main objective, methodology, and key results of the study. However, it could be improved slightly by shortening the background information and emphasizing the main findings and their significance more clearly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript looks scientifically sound. The study applies established analytical methods like ASTM standards and ICP/AES techniques to characterize atmospheric residue and evaluate its suitability as feedstock for the FCC process. However, improving the discussion by linking the results more directly to previous studies and FCC operational implications may enhance the scientific impact of the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Seems cited references in the manuscript appear relevant to the topic of atmospheric residue characterization and FCC feedstock evaluation. However, some of the references seem relatively old, and the manuscript would benefit from including more recent studies, especially review articles or recent research on RFCC feedstocks and metal contamination effects.

For example, recent literature discusses the impact of contaminant metals such as nickel and vanadium on FCC catalysts and their role in coke formation and catalyst deactivation. As these metals are widely recognized as the most harmful contaminants in residue FCC processes and are currently actively studied on catalyst stability and process optimization. 

The authors may consider adding (not mandatory) recent references such as:

1.0 Review articles on residue fluid catalytic cracking (RFCC) and metal poisoning mitigation strategies; https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fuel.2023.127894  

2.0 Studies discussing the effects of nickel and vanadium contamination on FCC catalyst structure and activity. (https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jechem.2016.04.001), and so on. 


	

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


	The overall English of the manuscript is understandable, but it requires moderate editing to meet the standards expected for scholarly communication and to meet standardness of this journal. Several sentences are long and occasionally unclear, like “However, with the increased demand for fuels lighter than AR, engineers in the refining industry embarked on extensive research to develop processes for recovering this residue while complying with environmental standards; this led to the emergence of catalytic cracking processes”.

To remove grammatical errors, sentence structure, and clarity and, inconsistencies in terminology the author is requested to go through the whole paper carefully.

	

	Optional/General comments


	1.0 If there is no restriction from the publisher, it’s better to avoid bullet points.
2.0 The description of the ICP/AES analysis is clear enough; however, the authors should specify additional details such as calcination temperature, calibration procedure, detection limits, and replicate measurements should be included to ensure reproducibility. A brief mention of modern analytical alternatives such as ICP-MS or XRF could also strengthen the methodology section.
3.0 The density and residual carbon values are reported for 10 days. Were the measurements performed in replicates, and can the authors provide standard deviation or uncertainty values to evaluate the reliability of the results?
4.0 What quality control procedures were used to ensure the accuracy and precision of metal content determinations, especially for nickel which showed notably higher levels?

5.0 Since FCC feedstock quality also depends on parameters such as sulfur content, viscosity, and asphaltene content, why were these important properties not included in the characterization, is there any specific reason, better to explain?
6.0 The study concludes that the AR is suitable for FCC operation. Could the authors provide supporting industrial data or references linking these feedstock properties to actual FCC conversion or product yields?

7.0 Figure 1 is said to show minimal variation in density and carbon content. Could the authors improve the figure by including error bars or clearer statistical indicators to better illustrate the trend?

8.0 Overall, the conclusion is clear and concise, but adding specific recommendations for FCC feedstock utilization or future research directions would make it more actionable.

9.0 Check references carefully, there are so many discrepancies in font, capital letter and small letter.
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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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