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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 manuscript is important as it demonstrates a sustainable and low-cost method for regenerating spent transformer oil using coconut shell–based activated carbon. It promotes the use of agricultural waste as an eco-friendly adsorbent and provides insights into optimizing regeneration conditions. The study also has practical value in improving transformer performance while reducing environmental impact 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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The title is clear and relevant to the study, as it reflects the key focus on transformer oil regeneration using coconut shell–based activated carbon. However, it could be slightly refined for conciseness and improved readability.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The abstract is comprehensive, clearly outlining the problem, methodology, key results, and significance of the study. It effectively summarizes the research while highlighting the sustainability and practical implications of the findings.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The keywords are relevant to the study and cover important aspects such as regeneration, adsorbent, and spent transformer oil. However, they could be slightly refined by including more specific or widely searchable terms (e.g., “activated carbon” or “coconut shell”) to improve discoverability.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The background information is sufficient and generally well organized, providing clear context on transformer oil degradation, existing regeneration methods, and the need for sustainable alternatives. It effectively highlights the relevance of agro-waste materials like coconut shells. However, minor improvements in structure and conciseness could enhance clarity and flow.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The research objectives are reasonably clear and can be inferred from the introduction, particularly regarding the synthesis of coconut shell activated carbon and its application in transformer oil regeneration. However, they are not explicitly stated as distinct objectives or hypotheses, and presenting them more clearly in a dedicated section would improve clarity.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The literature review is relevant and includes a range of studies on transformer oil regeneration and agro-waste adsorbents. It incorporates both foundational and relatively recent references, supporting the study’s context. However, a few more recent sources and a more critical comparison of existing works could further strengthen it.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The research methodology is appropriate and well-aligned with the study objectives. It includes systematic preparation of the adsorbent, controlled regeneration experiments, and comprehensive physicochemical analysis, ensuring reliable and meaningful results.
	

	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
	Rating: N/A = Not Applicable
The study is experimental and does not involve human or animal subjects, so ethical concerns are not directly applicable.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The results are presented clearly with appropriate use of tables and detailed explanations. Key findings, such as improvements in dielectric breakdown voltage and reduction in acidity, are well highlighted. However, minor improvements in data presentation and consistency could further enhance clarity.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The tables and figures are relevant and support the findings effectively. They present key data clearly and are necessary for understanding the results. However, slight improvements in formatting, labeling, and consistency would enhance their overall clarity.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The discussion relates the findings to existing literature by comparing results with previous studies on agro-waste adsorbents and transformer oil regeneration. It demonstrates consistency with reported trends and supports the study’s validity. However, deeper critical analysis and more explicit comparisons could further strengthen the discussion.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The conclusions are well supported by the data presented. The improvements in key parameters such as dielectric breakdown voltage, viscosity, and acid number clearly justify the claims regarding the effectiveness of coconut shell–based activated carbon for transformer oil regeneration.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The study acknowledges certain limitations, such as the laboratory-scale nature of the experiments and the need for further optimization for full restoration to new oil standards. However, a more detailed and explicit discussion of limitations would strengthen the paper.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The references are relevant, sufficient in number, and cover both foundational and recent studies. They effectively support the research context, methodology, and discussion, demonstrating good engagement with existing literature.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The manuscript is generally written in clear and understandable language, making the content accessible to readers. However, minor grammatical errors, repetition, and occasional awkward phrasing should be improved for better clarity and readability.
	





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.
	Yes, the title is suitable.
It clearly reflects the main focus of the study, including the material used and the application. However, for improved clarity and conciseness, it could be refined to:
“Regeneration of Spent Transformer Oil Using Coconut Shell–Derived Activated Carbon”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive.
It clearly summarizes the problem, methodology, key findings, and significance of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound.
The methods, analysis, and interpretations are generally consistent with established scientific principles. Minor improvements in data interpretation and clarity could further strengthen the scientific rigor.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The references are sufficient in number and include a mix of foundational and relatively recent studies, adequately supporting the research.
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO
There are no apparent ethical issues in this manuscript, as it involves material-based experimental research without human or animal subjects.
	




PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript presents a valuable and practical approach to transformer oil regeneration using a sustainable, low-cost adsorbent derived from coconut shells. The study is well-structured, and the results are promising, demonstrating significant improvement in key physicochemical properties of the oil. However, the manuscript would benefit from minor revisions, including clearer statement of objectives, improved language and grammar, and a more detailed discussion of limitations and comparison with recent studies. Overall, it is a meaningful contribution to the field and suitable for publication after minor revisions.

Decision: Minor Revision
The manuscript is scientifically sound, relevant, and well-presented, with strong experimental results. Only minor improvements in clarity, structure, and language are required before publication.
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