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Dear A/Prof. Pham Van Luan

On behalf of the VietPol2025 Conference Organizing Committee, we would like to extend our sincere thanks for your valuable time and insightful
comments on the submitted manuscript. We have received your review and truly appreciate your contribution to the peer-review process.

We will now forward your feedback to the author(s) so they can revise their paper accordingly. Once we receive the revised manuscript, we will
send it back to you for a second review. Your continued support is crucial for the success of the conference, and we look forward to working with
you again

Thank you for your cooperation,

Best regards

AlProf. Nguyen The Vinh
On behalf of the Organizing Committee
The 8th Viet-Pol International Scientific Conference




REVIEWER COMMENTS  

VIET-POL 2025 CONFERENCE
(First Assessment)
Article title: Fly Ash Processing of Thermal Power Plants and Orientation of Rational Utilization By-products in the Context of Circular Economy 
Please use this guide to assist you in formulating your comments on the review form below:

(Please, double-click on one square for your selection)
1. Initial points to be considered:

· Does the subject fall within the scope of the journal?       No Yes      
· Is this a novel and original contribution?         No Yes    
· Are interpretations and conclusions sound, justified by the data, and consistent with the objectives?          NoYes         
· Is the material too clinical, too specialized, or too preliminary for our readership?

          NoYes         
If your answer(s) to any of the above points suggests that the paper is not suitable for the journal, please give a clear argument for rejection on the review form: 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2. If the paper is appropriate for review, then please consider the following:

· Does the title clearly reflect the contents?            NoYes         
Comment: The title clearly reflects the content.
· Is the abstract sufficiently informative, suitable to appear on the journal?   NoYes       
Comment: The abstract is informative
· Are keywords appropriate?         No Yes         
Comment: Keywords are relevant but can be optimized. For example, add ultra-clean coal and circular economy. 
· Is the statement of the article adequate and appropriate in view of the subject matter?

          No
Yes          
Comment: The objectives are clearly stated, linking fly ash treatment with resource recovery and circular economy. 
· Is the description of materials and methods sufficiently informative to allow replication of the experiment?           NoYes         
Comment: The description of flotation, acid leaching, and microwave pretreatment is detailed enough for replication. However, conditions such as particle size and reagent dosages should be summarized in a concise table for clarity. 
· Are the statistical methods used correct and adequate?          NoYes         
Comment: The work is mainly experimental; statistical treatment is limited but acceptable.
· Are the results clearly presented?          NoYes          
Comment: Results are clearly presented with tables and SEM-EDS figures. Comparisons with international studies would increase the significance of findings. 
· Is the organization of the article satisfactory?          NoYes          
Comment: Logical structure. The Literature Review is too long and could be shortened to highlight the research gap. 
· Does the content justify the length?          NoYes          
Comment: Appropriate length, though some sections (especially literature review) can be condensed.
· Are the figures, photos, and table all necessary, complete, and clearly presented?

 
 NoYes          
Comment: Generally clear and necessary. 
· Are the references adequate?          NoYes          
Comment: Many references are outdated (1980s–2000s). Please include more recent studies (2015–2024) on UCC, fly ash utilization, and circular economy.
· Is the English correct and understandable to a multidisciplinary and multinational readership?    NoYes           
Comment: English is understandable.
3. Recommendation to the Editor:
	
	Acceptance with no revision

	
	Acceptance with minor revision

	
	Acceptance with major revision

	
	Rejection


________________________________  
___________________________
             Signature of Reviewer
           Date (Month/Day/Year)

_________________________________________________      
__________________________________ 
           Name of Reviewer (Please type or print)
         Title (Please type or print)         
Phạm Văn Luận                

Addition comment/guide to the author for:
Comment:
The paper fits well within the conference scope. It introduces a new direction for producing ultra-clean coal (UCC) from fly ash—a by-product of thermal power plants in Vietnam—which has not been previously reported. The conclusions are consistent with the data presented.
1. Abstract: 
Highlight the novelty: first demonstration of UCC production from fly ash in Vietnam.
2. Introduction:

Emphasize the problem of unburned coal (≈30%) and the lack of research on UCC from fly ash.
3. Methods:

Provide a summary table of experimental conditions (flotation dosage, acid concentration, microwave settings).
4. Results:

Compare ash reduction and recovery rates with previous international works.

Clarify the role of microwave pretreatment in improving efficiency.

5. Discussion:

Discussion should stress industrial application potential: UCC as COM/CWM fuel or carbon electrodes; Tailings as raw materials for green concrete.

Conclusion should not only restate results but also highlight application prospects and future work (pilot-scale testing, economic feasibility).

6. References:

Update references with recent works (2015–2024)
