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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 (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.


	This manuscript addresses an important and timely topic in the field of environmental remediation and wastewater treatment by exploring the conversion of Chrysophyllum albidum seed shells, an abundant agricultural waste, into activated carbon for the removal of Basic Red 9 (BR9) dye from aqueous solutions. The study is relevant to the scientific community as it contributes to the development of cost-effective, sustainable adsorbents derived from renewable resources, which is a pressing need in developing regions. The work combines material characterization (BET, SEM, XRD, pHpzc) with adsorption performance evaluation, providing a comprehensive insight into both structural and functional properties of the adsorbent. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the current title — "Chrysophyllum albidum Seed Shell-derived Activated Carbon: A Novel Adsorbent for Basic Red 9 (BR9) Dye Adsorption" — is suitable, clear, and informative. It accurately reflects the scope of the study, the material used, and the target pollutant.
Alternative (optional): "Activated Carbon from Chrysophyllum albidum Seed Shells for Efficient Removal of Basic Red 9 Dye from Aqueous Solutions" — this version is slightly shorter and emphasizes the application.
	

	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 is comprehensive, clearly outlining the aim, methodology, main findings, and broader significance of the work. It presents quantitative results (surface area, removal efficiency, isotherm and kinetic models, thermodynamic parameters), which enhance its scientific value.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The experimental design, characterization techniques, and data analysis methods (BET, SEM, XRD, pHpzc, isotherm and kinetic modelling, thermodynamic analysis) are appropriate for the research objectives. The interpretation of results is consistent with established adsorption theory and supported by relevant literature. Minor revisions could be made to further highlight how the findings compare quantitatively with previous studies on similar biomass precursors.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate, covering a wide range of relevant studies from 2011 to 2024, with an emphasis on recent literature. The inclusion of more very recent works (2023–2024) on low-cost adsorbents from agricultural wastes for dye removal could strengthen the context.
	

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


	Yes, the English language is generally clear, formal, and appropriate for a scholarly article. Some sentences in the introduction and discussion sections could be slightly shortened to improve readability. Occasional minor grammatical adjustments (e.g., article usage, singular/plural agreement) would further enhance clarity.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with 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? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Anatolii Semenov, Poltava State Agrarian University, Ukraine

