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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.
	The manuscript addresses the thermal performance of an improved biomass cookstove operating with charcoal and wood under standardized Water Boiling Test (WBT) conditions, focusing on the influence of cooking pot size. This topic is relevant for regions where solid biomass remains the dominant cooking fuel and where improved cookstoves are central to energy access and environmental policy. The combined comparison of two fuels and two pot sizes under West African operating conditions may provide useful information for locally adapted stove and cookware design. However, the conceptual novelty is modest and largely incremental, as WBT‑based evaluations and pot–stove matching effects have been widely studied; the manuscript’s impact will depend strongly on improving methodological rigor and positioning the results more clearly within the existing international literature on clean cooking and climate mitigation.
	





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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	N/A
	

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

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	





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 generally suitable and informative, as it clearly identifies the type of device, fuels, operating protocol (WBT), and the main variable of interest (cooking pot size). A minor improvement would be to shorten and streamline the wording, for example by removing redundant expressions and clearly separating the main topic from the test protocol.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract reports the main performance indicators (thermal efficiency, specific fuel consumption, specific boiling time, fire power) and the qualitative comparison between pot sizes and fuels. However, it is somewhat verbose and could be more concise and quantitative, with clearer indication of the magnitude of improvements, number of tests, and the main limitations. recommend tightening the text, reporting key numerical ranges, and clarifying the novelty claim in relation to existing WBT‑based studies.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The overall experimental approach (use of WBT and standard performance metrics) is conceptually sound, but important aspects of the methodology are insufficiently described or controlled: fuel properties (especially wood moisture content), wind conditions, number of replicates, and uncertainty analysis are either missing or only qualitatively mentioned. In addition, the mechanistic interpretation of the results (heat transfer, combustion behavior) remains mostly qualitative. These issues need to be addressed and clarified to meet the standards of scientific rigor expected for publication.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The reference list includes several relevant and relatively recent works on biomass cookstoves, WBT methodology, and performance evaluation. Nonetheless, the discussion section should engage more quantitatively with these references (for example, by comparing ranges of efficiencies and specific fuel consumptions), and a few additional papers on international performance tiers and emission metrics could further strengthen the context.
	

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

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

	No. I do not identify any ethical issues based on the information provided. The study involves laboratory tests on cookstoves and does not appear to include human or animal subjects.
	




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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The topic is relevant for the journal’s scope and for the clean cooking agenda, but the manuscript in its current form has significant imperfections in methodological detail, statistical treatment, and depth of discussion. Key experimental parameters (wood moisture content, wind conditions, number of replicates, uncertainty analysis) are not adequately reported, and the use of the term “improved cookstove” is not supported by comparison with a traditional baseline device. I recommend requesting a major revision, with explicit instructions to strengthen the experimental description, add at least a basic uncertainty analysis, better position the results within the international literature, and substantially improve the English language and clarity of figures/equations.
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