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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


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


	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 a timely topic linking ammonia-based fuels, combustion modeling, and machine learning. The topic is relevant because ammonia is being considered as a low-carbon energy carrier, and data-driven prediction tools may support faster fuel screening and optimization. The study therefore has potential value for combustion researchers and sustainable energy researchers. However, the manuscript still lacks enough methodological transparency and technical depth to support some of its stronger claims.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally relevant, but it is slightly broader than the actual content of the paper. The manuscript focuses mainly on prediction of selected combustion parameters rather than a fully demonstrated optimization framework for automotive fuels.

Suggested alternative title:

Machine Learning-Based Prediction of Combustion Characteristics of Ammonia-Blended Fuels for Automotive Applications 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is relevant but not fully comprehensive. It identifies the models and outputs, but it does not clearly explain the dataset source, the number of observations, or the validation procedure. It also makes strong applied claims about automotive and policy relevance that are not fully supported by the analysis presented. The abstract should be revised to include the dataset basis, model-validation approach, and a more cautious statement of the practical implications. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript addresses a valid problem, but important scientific issues remain.

The main concern is the lack of dataset transparency. The paper does not clearly describe where the data came from, how many samples were used, or how the data from different sources were combined. This limits reproducibility. 

The machine learning workflow also needs stronger validation. Performance metrics are reported, but there is little detail on cross-validation, uncertainty, or robustness. High R² values alone are not sufficient to prove model reliability.

There is also a technical error in the formulation section, where standard pressure is written as 101.325 Pa instead of 101.325 kPa. This should be corrected. 

In addition, the manuscript sometimes overinterprets predictive fit as proof of fuel suitability. That conclusion is too strong without deeper treatment of emissions, engine compatibility, and environmental trade-offs. Overall, the study is promising, but the scientific presentation requires major improvement.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are reasonably recent, and this is a strength of the manuscript. Several 2024–2025 sources are included. 

However, the paper would benefit from more primary references on ammonia flame speed, ignition delay, NOx formation, and ML validation in combustion systems. The references should also be checked for consistency and formatting.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language needs substantial improvement. The manuscript contains grammatical errors, awkward sentence structures, repeated statements, and inconsistent terminology. Technical wording should be made more precise, and the whole paper would benefit from professional language editing. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript has a relevant idea, but it needs substantial revision. should:

- describe the dataset and preprocessing in detail,

- strengthen model validation,

- correct formulation and notation errors,

- avoid overstating practical automotive conclusions,

- and improve the environmental framing for this journal.

The paper also needs clearer presentation of IDT and equivalence-ratio results, not only LBV trends.
	


	PART  2: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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