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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 review addresses the significant issue that agricultural residues vary greatly in terms of moisture content, mineral composition, seasonality, and competing soil functions. These properties have a strong impact on the feasibility of hydrothermal liquefaction (HTL) and pyrolysis. The review's main strength lies in its systems-level treatment of reactor operation, product recovery, catalytic upgrading and biorefinery integration, rather than relying on headline liquid yield alone. The conditional decision framework and attention to carbon, water, nutrient and catalyst balances could be useful for researchers and process developers. However, the current evidence base and the way in which the search and selection process has been reported are not yet sufficient to support the breadth of the critical synthesis claimed; major revisions are required before the chapter can serve as a reliable reference for the scientific community.
	


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 paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good
	

	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 - Good
	

	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 - Excellent
	

	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 - Good
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 - Excellent
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 - Excellent
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good
	

	14. 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
	4 - Good
	


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. Although it is long, the title accurately reflects the scope of the manuscript. A more concise version would be: 'Hydrothermal Liquefaction and Pyrolysis of Agricultural Residues: Reactor Engineering, Catalytic Upgrading, and Biorefinery Integration'.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partly. The abstract clearly states the systems perspective, the main trade-offs, and the conclusions. It should also report the number of records retrieved, screened and included, and briefly explain how evidence quality was assessed. In the final sentence, 'agricultural residue liquefaction' should be replaced with 'agricultural residue thermochemical conversion', as the review covers both hydrothermal liquefaction (HTL) and pyrolysis.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Broadly Yes, But Major Revision Is Required. The central engineering interpretation is generally plausible and appropriately conditional. The following issues must be resolved before publication:

1. Make the search reproducible. Give the actual date on which each database was searched, the complete database-specific strings and fields, export limits, records retrieved, duplicates removed, title/abstract records screened, full texts assessed, exclusions with reasons and final included studies. State who screened and extracted the evidence. Replace the phrase 'exactly 60 days before manuscript generation' with a normal calendar search date.

2. The evidence density is too low for a 2000-2026 synthesis spanning two conversion routes, reactor engineering, catalysis, upgrading, economics, life-cycle assessment and agronomic effects. The 43-item reference list relies heavily on reviews and a limited set of illustrative primary studies. Expand the residue-specific primary evidence and explain any limitations caused by database access or language.

3. Add a study-level evidence matrix. At minimum include feedstock and analytical basis, ash/minerals and moisture, pretreatment, reactor type and scale, temperature, pressure, residence time, solids loading, catalyst and location, batch/continuous duration, extraction/recovery definition, phase yields, mass/carbon closure, HHV and key liquid properties, catalyst time-on-stream, and the principal limitation. Where pooling is invalid, report comparable ranges and clearly flag non-comparable denominators.

4. Show the results of the stated domain-based quality appraisal. Assign an evidence-maturity or applicability category to each key study/claim and demonstrate how continuous operation, phase closure, replication, solvent recovery and model assumptions affected interpretive weight. At present the quality criteria are described but their application is not visible.

5. Strengthen the agricultural and soil-management boundary. Residue removal, soil organic carbon, erosion control, nutrient replacement, spatial variability, storage losses and competing uses are important to the route decision, but this part depends mainly on one older general source. Incorporate recent, crop- and region-specific evidence and distinguish a theoretical residue inventory from a sustainably collectible supply.

6. Make the techno-economic and environmental comparison quantitative and transparent. Harmonise functional units, system boundaries, moisture basis, plant scale/capacity factor, hydrogen source, co-product allocation, water use, residue-removal effects and char permanence. Separate measured pilot data from model assumptions and give sensitivity ranges rather than qualitative rankings alone.

7. For catalysis and upgrading, report qualified-product carbon yield together with oxygen removal, hydrogen consumption, gas/coke formation, catalyst time-on-stream, regeneration cycles and poison exposure. Distinguish batch screening from continuous evidence and in situ, ex situ and downstream upgrading.

8. Calibrate source-to-claim relevance. Clearly label extrapolations from wood, algae or other non-agricultural feedstocks, and distinguish solvent-extractable organics from mechanically recoverable biocrude. DOI resolution alone does not establish methodological quality or applicability.

9. Improve visual synthesis. Add a compact process-flow figure comparing the complete HTL and pyrolysis trains and a decision matrix linking moisture, ash/alkali/silica, scale, utilities and target product to route selection. Repair Table 5, where the 'Pyrolysis gas and char for process heat' row is split across pages and its continuation appears as disconnected cell fragments.

Reduce repeated rhetorical constructions, define 'recoverable carbon', 'qualified product' and 'phase-complete operation', and ensure that all broad engineering assertions carry direct citations. The limitations section is appropriate but should also acknowledge the absence of a reproducible study count/evidence map in the current version.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO, not yet. The cited works are generally relevant and include several recent (2024-2026) papers, and selected DOI/title checks were consistent. Nevertheless, 43 references are not sufficient for the manuscript's very broad scope and 26-year window. The authors should add substantially more primary agricultural-residue evidence, especially continuous/pilot operation, long-duration catalyst and fouling studies, product-recovery performance, recent harmonised TEA/LCA, and current research on sustainable residue removal, soil carbon, erosion and nutrient replacement. A supplementary evidence table should document why each source is applicable and whether it is primary, review, pilot, model or extrapolated evidence.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO identifiable research ethical issue. An AI-use declaration is present. The editor should confirm that the declaration accurately reflects the tools and extent of use; if AI assisted literature selection, scientific synthesis or substantive drafting, the statement must be revised to comply with the publisher's policy.
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