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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 timely paper contributes valuable research to sustainable engineering and renewable energy. It innovatively pairs torrefaction reactor engineering with machine learning to predict biomass HHV. The study offers practical solutions for rural communities converting coconut shells into power. Ultimately, these results advance waste-to-energy applications, biomass refining, and predictive fuel modeling.

This manuscript addresses an important topic at the intersection of renewable energy, biomass torrefaction, and machine learning. The work combines reactor design with predictive modeling of higher heating value (HHV), which is relevant for decentralized energy systems in rural communities. The integration of engineering design, thermal simulation, and data-driven modeling provides a multidisciplinary contribution. If the inconsistencies in scope and methodology are corrected, the study could provide useful guidance for researchers and practitioners working on biomass-based waste-to-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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	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
	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, but minor adjustment is recommended. The current title refers to a “small scale waste-to-energy system for rural communities,” whereas the manuscript primarily focuses on torrefaction reactor design and HHV prediction of coconut shell biomass using machine learning. The title should better reflect this core focus."


However, the title emphasizes a waste-to-energy system for rural communities, while the manuscript primarily focuses on a torrefaction reactor and HHV prediction of coconut shell. The title should be better aligned with the actual scope.
	

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

	"YES. The abstract adequately summarize the objectives, methods, and main findings. However, minor language corrections are required, especially replacing “artificial neutral network” with “artificial neural network.”

 The abstract contains several inconsistencies, including contradictory statements about model performance and typographical errors such as 'artificial neutral network'. It should be revised for clarity, accuracy, and concise presentation of key quantitative findings.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	"Yes, the methodology is sound and the science is accurate. I recommend fixing minor numerical inconsistencies and refining the phrasing to improve overall clarity."

PARTIALLY. The overall concept is sound, but there are important technical issues: the manuscript title and content are not fully aligned; the study alternates between waste-to-energy, torrefaction, and coconut shell; some equations and units are unclear; and the interpretation of certain statistical results is inconsistent.
	

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

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

	"YES. The references are relevant and include recent publications related to biomass torrefaction and machine learning."

YES. The references are generally relevant and include recent literature, although several citations should be checked for formatting consistency.

	

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

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

	No
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