
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Biotechnology and Bioresource Technology

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJB2T_156925

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Amine-Based Carbon Dioxide Removal from Natural Gas Using Aspen HYSYS: A Case Study of Ndokwa/Ukwuani Gas Fields, Nigeria

	Type of the Article
	Research Article





PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 study helps clarify the fundamental trade-offs between adsorption efficiency, energy consumption, solvent stability, and operational costs.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 Good
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Satisfactory
The abstract section should contain the problem, objectives, methods, and results. I think I just found the results.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 Good
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Satisfactory
It's important to emphasize that the introduction doesn't yet address the research gap. You need to structure it into: global phenomenon, specific context, research gap, approach, and objectives.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Satisfactory
The research objectives are not yet clear. This section is important because it will determine the direction of your research.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Satisfactory
The literature is sufficient, but additional comparisons are needed to ensure this research is up-to-date. I think this is a significant value for your research.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Satisfactory

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Satisfactory

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Satisfactory
The results are clear
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Satisfactory
In terms of quality, the table is good, but the table layout is not very good.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Satisfactory
You should know that your results need to be compared with previous research. This will allow your research to make a scientific contribution.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 Good
The conclusion is good
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 Good
Research limitations do not reveal any shortcomings in the research. This is crucial for further research. You can start with the results that have not yet been achieved.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 Good
I think the references you used are very shallow. You need to use relevant, high-quality references. You can find them from ScienceDirect.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Satisfactory
Moderate
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Suitable
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract section should contain the problem, objectives, methods, and results. I think I just found the results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	In general, the manuscript you submitted is quite good and scientifically sound, especially for a simulation study in chemical engineering (gas sweetening). However, there are several important points to consider to ensure it is academically sound (publishable in a reputable journal):
References/ Literature, contribution, impact for sustainability
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	I think the references you used are very shallow. You need to use relevant, high-quality references. You can find them from ScienceDirect
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	So far so good
	




PART 3. 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	Overall, this manuscript has a strong and relevant scientific basis, particularly in the simulation study of CO₂ removal using amine solvents (MEA, DEA, and MDEA). The model used, the simulation approach with Aspen HYSYS, and the resulting trends are consistent with theory and industry practice. However, there are several important weaknesses in the quantitative and methodological aspects, such as :
1. Inaccuracy or inconsistency of units (particularly regeneration energy)
2. Some parameters lack a clear basis for calculation.
3. Inappropriate use of statistical analysis (ANOVA) for simulated data.
4. Model validation is not yet robust enough.
5. Reference accuracy still needs improvement.

The writer must check in detail regarding grammar and work units.
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