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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.

	The manuscript is highly relevant to the scientific community as it tackles the critical global issue of inefficient biomass cookstoves. These traditional methods contribute significantly to deforestation, greenhouse gas emissions, and serious indoor air pollution that affects public health. The research introduces a novel and innovative design by successfully integrating top-lit up-draft (TLUD) and rocket principles into a single stove with a forced draft system. By addressing a gap in the existing literature, the study provides a significant contribution to the field of renewable energy and sustainable technology. The findings, which demonstrate improved thermal efficiency and reduced fuel consumption, offer a practical and environmentally sound alternative for communities that rely on biomass as their primary fuel source.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the title of this article is suitable.
Suggestions (Some alternative and cutting-edge titles):
01. Synergistic Integration of TLUD and Rocket Principles in a Novel Biomass Cook Stove for Enhanced Thermal Efficiency.
02. Performance Evaluation of a Forced-Draft Biomass Cook Stove with a Movable Combustion Chamber.
03. A Hybrid Rocket-TLUD Cook Stove Design for Sustainable and Efficient Biomass Utilization.
04. Advancing Sustainable Cooking: Design and Performance of an Innovative Forced-Draft Biomass Cook Stove.
	

	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 of the article is comprehensive.
It does a good job of summarizing the study's goal, methods, main conclusions, and findings. The content of the abstract is sound, and nothing needs to be removed. Beyond what is already said, the authors should think about including one or two sentences that highlight the research's worldwide significance concerning public health or climate change in order to make it even more thorough.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically correct.
The authors followed a standard scientific approach by identifying a problem (inefficient cookstoves), proposing a novel solution (a new stove design), and then rigorously testing its performance. They used the well-established Water Boiling Test (WBT) to measure key metrics like thermal efficiency and burning rate. The results are presented in a table and are logically discussed, explaining how different aspects of the stove's design contribute to its performance. The methodology and the calculations are based on fundamental scientific principles, which makes the findings reliable and verifiable.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Yes, the references are sufficient and recent.
Some Suggestions for More Improvement:

01. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.egyr.2024.08.016 
02. https://doi.org/10.1080/23311916.2024.2366079 
03. https://doi.org/10.3390/en17174355 
04. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nexus.2023.100225 
05. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2022.03.062 
06. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41560-022-01187-3 
07. https://doi.org/10.1021/acsomega.1c05137 

	

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

	A Minor Revision is Required.
The manuscript has some informal phrases and awkward sentence structures that could be revised to be more formal and clear. For example, "lots of people" is used instead of a more scholarly alternative like "many people". Additionally, some sentences could be rephrased to be more precise, such as "These cooking methods are inefficient in burning fuel". The quality is not poor enough to make the content incomprehensible, but it could be revised to meet a higher standard for formal publication.
	

	Optional/General comments

	Some Suggestions for more Improvement:
(1) Use more formal and scholarly language throughout the manuscript. 
(2) Replace informal phrases like "lots of people" with more precise terms. 
(3) Rephrase sentences that are grammatically incorrect or awkwardly constructed.
(4) Ensure that all technical terms and scientific concepts are explained clearly and consistently.
(5) Review the abstract for clarity and conciseness, and ensure it accurately reflects the study's findings.
(6) Check for consistency in formatting, including headings, citations, and figure/table captions.
(7) Verify that all data presented in tables and figures is accurate and easy to read.
(8) Conduct a final check for spelling and punctuation errors.
(9) Confirm that all references are correctly formatted and cited according to the required style guide. 
(10) The manuscript should be revised to address the criteria for the 'Objective Evaluation' section to receive a high score.
	






	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No.
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