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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.
	The manuscript has proved the possibility and methodology of doping bio-carbon extracted from pomegranate peels to ZnO thin films using thermal spraying method. Some properties of the compound has been researched and discussed. 
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	Rating: 4
The articles titles is clear and appropriate for the study. 
The “eco-friendly” term is not detaily disscussed in the articles. 
	

	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
	Rating: 5
The abstract of the article is comprehesivable.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 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
	Rating: 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
	Rating: 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
	Rating: 4

Up to date 
	

	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
	Rating: 3

The authors has successfully doped bio-carbon materials in to ZnO based thin films. Many measurements such as FTIR, PL, Xray, FESEM have been conducted. The author should clarify and elaborate more on the method using in Fig 8. Is the measurement system commercial or local-build? 
	

	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
	Rating: 5

No ethical isssues

	

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


	

	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


	Rating: 2

- Fig 1 is too small, including too many information regarding the WHOLE articles. This is an scientific article, not a poster or presentation. 
- Fig 4 images linked too close together, which cause a lot of difficulty in order to differentiate. 
- Details informations in Fig 5 is too small
	

	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
	Rating: 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
	Rating: 5

	

	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
	Rating: 4

The authors has recognized some limitation of the research. 
	

	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
	Rating: 5

The references are relevant and up to date (up to 2026)
	

	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
	Rating: 2
- The language presents in the articles tend to be more oral English than scientific written English. Causing quite a lot of difficulty for reading and understanding. For example: “ZnO based, nanomaterials are among…” …“The fact that the Zn-O peak, remained clear in all samples with no additional peaks of secondary phases appearing indicates, that carbon doping did not lead to the formation, of new compounds or a change in the crystalline phase of zinc oxide but ,rather its effect was limited to modifying the chemical, and surface environment of the grains”…”density, associated with the decrease, in crystal size, contributes to the emergence of additional energy levels, within the forbidden gap which explains, the gradual shift of the absorption edge towards larger wavelengths”…” performance of pure and bio-carbon-doped ZnO, films as relative humidity sensors ,was evaluated by studying”…
- The author should consider using unify terminologies in the whole article, such as bio carbon, biocarbon or bio-carbon.
- The articles has many typo errors, such as Chemical formula [Zn(CH3COO)2·2H2O], or at 500 oC, calculation formula …..(1)
- All the calculations of V, m, n… doesn’t need to be put in the articles since this is not a lecture. The results can be put in the table accordingly after calculated base on formula (X).
- Sample preparation procedures (in 2.3) should be put in order, for example step 1, step 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

Shouls consider remove “eco-friendly” since the whole articles didn’t mention about this feature.
	

	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
.
	YES
Why pomegranate peels? Is there any different between using pomegranate peels and using other peels instead?

	

	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
	


Reviewer details:

Tran Trong Duc, Vietnam National University, Vietnam
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