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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 minimumof 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	The use of Scheffler solar concentrator technology for the valorisation of plastic waste is an emerging area of sustainable energy and circular economy research, and this publication offers insightful experimental information on this topic. It advances waste management techniques and renewable energy applications by showcasing a workable solar-powered process for melting polyethylene and creating composite materials. The report also emphasises how inexpensive solar thermal systems might lessen their reliance on fossil fuels. Researchers studying solar energy, materials science, and trash recycling will deem it extremely pertinent as it reinforces the connection between renewable energy engineering and environmental sustainability.
	

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

	The title, "Experimental Study of Polyethylene Fusion by Scheffler Solar Concentrator," appropriately reflects the primary experimental emphasis and methods and is both straightforward and technically acceptable.

	

	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 covers objectives, methodology, findings, and conclusions in a thorough and organised manner. It could be made a little clearer and more succinct, though: Incorporate numerical performance comparisons (e.g., productivity compared to other systems, temperature attained, or efficiency). Minimise repetition (e.g., repeating "average temperature" and "average irradiance" several times). Include a concluding comment about possible uses or scalability, such as "This approach can be extended to rural waste recycling and eco-construction applications."

Recommended addition:

"The study provides a model for clean material recovery in developing regions by demonstrating the viability of using Scheffler concentrators for decentralised, low-cost, and sustainable plastic recycling."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	With experimental data, a clear methodology, and pertinent literature support, the work is well-documented and scientifically sound. The energy and temperature readings match what is predicted theoretically for Scheffler concentrators. But the conversation could be improved by:  Including error estimation or uncertainty analysis in power and temperature measurements. C ontextualising the results by contrasting the achieved efficiencies with those of other solar concentrator-based systems.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are adequate and relevant, but most are from 2010–2018, with limited inclusion of the latest work (post-2020). For completeness, the author could add recent studies on:
· Advances in Scheffler concentrator design and efficiency improvements (2020–2024).
· Solar thermochemical waste processing or recycling technologies.
· Lifecycle and sustainability analyses of solar-driven recycling systems.
	

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

	Although the English is generally clear and intelligible, scholarly readability might be enhanced with a few small grammatical and stylistic adjustments. During copy-editing, mistakes like conflicting tenses, article usage ("the polyethylene", "the solar energy"), and punctuation can be fixed.
	

	Optional/Generalcomments

	


Both technically and contextually, the work is significant for research on renewable energy in underdeveloped nations.

Although the tables and figures are well-prepared, the captions for the figures may be more informative.

It would be more thorough to include a section on limits and future work (e.g., testing alternative polymers or scaling up).

The paper's practical usefulness would be improved by including economic analysis or energy payback estimation.
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	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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