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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 because it focuses on two major challenges: plastic waste management followed by sustainable fuel production. The study illustrates that low-cost agricultural waste, such as corn cobs, can be used as an catalyst for the conversion of waste plastics into useful liquid fuels. This approach provides both cleaner, sustainable alternative and cost-effective approach in comparison to expensive industrial catalysts. The results also indicate that the produced fuel has properties similar to kerosene, which indicates potential for real-world applications. 
	





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
	Needs Improvement (2)
	

	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
	Satisfactory (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
	Good (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
	Needs Improvement (1)
	

	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
	Needs Improvement (1)
	

	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
	Good (4)
	

	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
	Needs Improvement (1)
	

	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
	Good (4)
	

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

	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
	Good (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
	Satisfactory (3)
	

	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
	Needs Improvement (2)
	

	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
	N/A
	

	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
	Satisfactory (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
	Needs Improvement (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.
	No,
Response: The title is quite long and complex, which may reduce its clarity and impact. It would benefit from being more concise and focused on the key contribution of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
Response: The abstract contains important information, but it can be improved for clarity and completeness. It should be more concise and better structured to clearly highlight the objective, methodology, key results, and main conclusion. Some sentences are lengthy and repetitive, which reduces readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Response: The manuscript presents promising results, but some aspects need improvement to ensure scientific accuracy and clarity. There are inconsistencies in units (e.g., density values), missing or unclear equations, and insufficient explanation of some results and mechanisms. In addition, certain experimental details and data interpretations require better justification and referencing.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

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

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

	NO
	





PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

Reviewer’s comment (If any)
The manuscript addresses an important topic related to sustainable fuel production and waste plastic valorization. The use of agricultural waste (corn cob) as a catalyst is interesting and aligns well with circular economy principles. 
However, several aspects of the manuscript require improvement before it can be considered for publication.

Major Comments:
1. Abbreviations should be avoided in the abstract or clearly defined at first use (e.g., NNPC). 
2. The manuscript contains several grammatical and punctuation errors; thorough proofreading is required to improve clarity and readability. 
3. Please include highlights summarizing the key contributions of the study. 
4. The introduction section contains multiple statements without proper references; appropriate citations should be added. 
5. The last paragraph of the introduction should include the future scope of the study. 
6. In the materials section, please clearly specify the concentration of phosphoric acid used. 
7. The grinding method used for catalyst preparation should be clearly described. 
8. Avoid including excessive equations in the manuscript; instead, cite standard textbooks or relevant literature where appropriate. 
9. Consider presenting key results using graphs rather than tables to improve data visualization and interpretation. 
10. Please cite relevant literature for experimental methods, such as density measurement. 
11. The SEM images are not clear and should be improved in terms of resolution and quality. 
12. Quantitative analysis (e.g., HPLC or GC–MS) should be included to strengthen the characterization of the products. 
13. The conclusion section should be strengthened by clearly summarizing the key findings and emphasizing the significance and practical implications of the work. 
Minor Comments:
· Ensure consistency in units and formatting throughout the manuscript. 
· Improve sentence structure in several sections for better readability. 
· Check for typographical errors and ensure uniform style in tables and figures.
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