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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 one of the most pressing environmental challenges: the treatment of textile dye effluents, which are a major source of water pollution worldwide. By reviewing both conventional and emerging technologies including advanced oxidation processes, biological remediation, nanotechnology, and integrated hybrid systems it provides a comprehensive overview of current trends and future directions. Such a synthesis is valuable for researchers and industry professionals seeking sustainable, cost-effective, and scalable solutions to reduce ecological and health risks. Additionally, the discussion on innovative approaches like AI-driven optimization and circular economy concepts highlights pathways for future research and industrial implementation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is:

“Current Trends and Future Perspectives in the Treatment of Textile Effluents.”

It is broadly suitable because it reflects the review nature and future outlook. However, the manuscript focuses heavily on dye-containing wastewater and remediation technologies, so the title could be more specific to improve clarity and searchability.


	

	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 informative but not fully comprehensive. It explains the problem and lists major treatment approaches, yet it lacks:

· Methodological context (type of review, how sources were selected).

· Quantitative indicators (e.g., removal efficiencies, COD/BOD ranges).

· Clear scope (focus on dye-containing wastewater vs. all textile effluents).

Suggestions:
Add a sentence on review methodology, include key performance data, and clarify the scope. Remove unclear phrases like “recent developments” and replace with specific examples of technologies and outcomes.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically correct and well-structured, presenting an accurate overview of conventional, biological, and emerging technologies for textile effluent treatment.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include recent sources up to 2024–2025, which is a strong point. However, there are a few issues to note:

· Some DOIs and citation formats appear inconsistent or duplicated (e.g., Srivastava et al., 2017 and Zamfir et al., 2025 share the same DOI).

· A few references are older (2000–2007) and could be supplemented with more recent experimental studies or systematic reviews on hybrid treatment systems and AI applications.


	

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


	The English quality is adequate for conveying the scientific content, but it is not fully polished for scholarly communication. There are several long, awkward sentences and minor grammatical issues that affect clarity and flow. A professional language edit is recommended to improve readability and ensure consistency in terminology.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is scientifically sound and provides a comprehensive, well-structured review of conventional and emerging technologies for textile effluent treatment. It offers valuable insights for researchers and industry, and I recommend acceptance for publication with only minor corrections.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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