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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 highly significant to the scientific community because it addresses the growing global demand for sustainable and renewable energy solutions through the utilization of biomass waste. The study combines torrefaction technology with advanced machine learning techniques such as Artificial Neural Networks (ANN), Random Forest, and Linear Regression to accurately predict the higher heating value (HHV) of torrefied coconut shells, thereby reducing the dependence on costly and time-consuming experimental methods. Furthermore, the research contributes to the development of efficient small-scale waste-to-energy systems suitable for rural communities, promoting environmental sustainability and energy accessibility. The findings also provide valuable insights into reactor design optimization, biomass energy characterization, and the application of artificial intelligence in renewable energy engineering, making the work beneficial for researchers, engineers, and policymakers in the field of sustainable energy technologies.
	



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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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


	       4
	

	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
	      4
	

	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
	       4
	

	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
	       4
	

	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
	       4
	

	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
	       3
	



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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound; however, it would benefit from additional experimental validation to support the machine learning predictions and improve the reliability of the results. The authors should also carefully verify equations, units, and technical explanations for consistency and accuracy. Furthermore, improving the clarity of data presentation, reducing repetitive statements, and strengthening the discussion of scientific innovation would enhance the overall scientific quality of the manuscript.
	

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

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

	The references are generally sufficient in number and relevant to the research topic, covering important areas such as biomass torrefaction, reactor design, renewable energy systems, and machine learning applications for higher heating value (HHV) prediction. The cited literature provides an adequate theoretical and technical foundation for the study and supports the methodology and discussion presented in the manuscript.
However, the references are not fully recent, as several cited works are older and there are comparatively fewer references from the last 3–5 years. Since the fields of machine learning and biomass energy technologies are rapidly evolving, the manuscript would benefit from including more up-to-date journal articles and recent advancements related to artificial intelligence applications, torrefaction optimization, and waste-to-energy systems. Updating the reference list with recent high-impact studies would improve the scientific relevance and current applicability of the manuscript.

	

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

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

	No major ethical issues are apparent in this manuscript because the study does not involve human participants, animal experiments, or confidential personal data. The research mainly focuses on reactor design, thermal simulation, biomass analysis, and machine learning modelling using literature-derived datasets. The authors have also included a “Competing Interests” statement declaring that no conflicts of interest exist, which is appropriate.
However, the manuscript would benefit from a clearer statement regarding data sourcing, citation practices, and research integrity to ensure transparency in the use of literature-based datasets and machine learning inputs. Minor improvements in citation consistency and originality checking are also recommended.
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