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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 addresses the important issue of converting plastic waste into valuable hydrocarbon fuels using biomass-derived catalysts, which aligns with global sustainability and circular economy goals. The utilisation of corn cob-derived activated carbon as a low-cost alternative to conventional catalysts is relevant and environmentally beneficial. However, the scientific contribution remains largely incremental, as similar biomass-derived catalysts for plastic pyrolysis have been widely reported. The study provides useful experimental data but lacks deeper mechanistic insight and strong benchmarking against state-of-the-art catalytic systems.
	





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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	1
	

	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, but can be improved for clarity and impact. Suggested:
“Corn Cob-Derived Activated Carbon Catalysts for Pyrolysis of Polypropylene Waste into Kerosene-Range Hydrocarbons”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
· Lacks clear research gap
· Unclear quantitative emphasis (only one main yield reported)
· No mechanistic insight
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

· Some inconsistencies in units (e.g., density kg/m³ values incorrect magnitude)
· Unclear mechanistic explanation
· Overstated claims (aviation fuel equivalence not sufficiently validated)
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Limited high-impact (Q1) references
Missing recent catalytic pyrolysis advancements (2023–2025)
	

	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

	In this manuscript, the authors investigated the use of corn cob-derived activated carbon catalysts for the pyrolysis of polypropylene waste into kerosene-range hydrocarbons, addressing waste-to-energy conversion and sustainability challenges. However, the manuscript requires substantial revision before it can be reconsidered for publication. The following points should be addressed:
1. Biomass-derived activated carbon catalysts have been extensively reported, and the manuscript does not clearly demonstrate any distinct advancement over existing systems.
2. The manuscript lacks mechanistic insight, particularly in explaining the catalytic reaction pathways, nature of active sites, and the specific role of phosphorus in promoting aromatisation.
3. The claim of aviation fuel equivalence is not sufficiently supported, especially given that the reported freezing point significantly deviates from Jet A-1 fuel specifications.
4. The study does not include benchmarking against conventional or state-of-the-art catalysts (e.g., zeolites, FCC catalysts, advanced biochar systems), which limits the evaluation of its practical significance.
5. All units, chemical notations, and language should be carefully revised, as inconsistencies and grammatical issues are observed throughout the manuscript.
6. Tables should be improved by including statistical validation (e.g., standard deviation) and comparison with literature values, particularly for fuel yield and properties.
7. Table 4 lacks statistical robustness and does not include comparison with literature-reported yields.
8. Table 5 is insufficient for fuel validation, as key properties such as viscosity, calorific value, and flash point are missing.
9. The SEM analysis remains qualitative and should be supported with quantitative characterisation such as BET surface area and pore size distribution.
10. The GC-MS analysis is not adequately presented or discussed, and a detailed interpretation of hydrocarbon composition is required.
11. Additional experimental validation is strongly recommended, including BET analysis, detailed GC-MS, thermal analysis (TGA/DTG), catalyst recyclability, benchmarking studies, and kinetic modelling.
12. The manuscript should be strengthened with more recent and high-impact references to better position the study within current research developments.
The manuscript presents an environmentally relevant approach but lacks, mechanistic depth, and rigorous validation required for high-impact publication. Significant revision is required before reconsideration.
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