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	PART  1: Comments 


	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 is important for the environmental engineering community as it synthesizes diverse treatment strategies to treat pharmaceutical wastewater. It points towards more efficient treatment technologies to remove even the recalcitrant pollutants. These kind of review articles are important to guide researchers and practitioners in designing hybrid systems, based on the local environmental conditionsa and treatment demands. The emphasis on resource recovery, circular economy, and nature based solutions also align with current priorities in green engineering.  
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It’s not clear that it is a review article from the title. I suggest adding it with no other changes – “Synergizing Advanced Oxidation and Nature-Based Solitions: A Review on Multicomponent Strategy for Sustainable Pharmaceutical Wastewater Remediation”
	

	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 that explains the scope and findings clearly. But there are still some clarity issues. 
Comments – (turn on line numbers in the manuscript to follow)
1. Line 10: Check grammar 

2. Line 13: Acronym error – AOM

3. Line 16: Use scientific words like recalcitrant or non-biodegrabale instead of “stubborn compound”

4. Line 22: What is Industry 4.0? Expand on what it implies.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically accurate as this is a review article highlighting other peer-reviewed research. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are not sufficient. There are multiple informations and statements in the manuscript that are not backed up by any cited sources. 

Comments –

1. Line 32-37: Provide citation for this statement. And how much of the PPCPs slip past the traditional wastewater treatment system? 

2. Line 42-44: Is the polluted water exposed to PPCPs? If so how what’s the concentration of exposure that makes it dangerous? Cite the source for this information.
3. Line 168-169: Citation needed for the statement that zeolite is a very good adsorbent due to its high surface area and porosity. 

4. Line 172-173: Needs citation.

5. Line 177-181: Needs citation.
6. Line 189-195: Are all of these results from Al-Mashaqbeh et al. 2023? It is unclear. If so, then mention that all of these results are from their work for clarity. If not provide citations for the other results that’s highlighted.   

7. Line 253-255: Needs citation.
8. Line 323-324: Needs citation.  
	

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


	The English is generally understandable but needs careful editing. For example, lines 117-119 are grammartically incorrent. I recommend a thorough proofread by a native speaker or professional editor.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The authors did a good job explaining all of the processes for treating active pharmaceutical ingredients. My general comments on what this manuscript is lacking and how to improve it are listed as follows – 
1. Since this is a review article the authors should include a section about their literature search. Like what keywords they used, how many existing literature they found related to this topic.
2. There are two recent review articles related to the same topic that the author did not cite. 
a) Salazar H. et al., 2026 (https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2025.140858) - Remediation strategies for pharmaceutical contaminants of emerging concern – quo vadis?

b) Adeoye J. B. et al., 2024 (https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2024.120170) - Advanced oxidation and biological integrated processes for pharmaceutical wastewater treatment: A review

The author should cite these work and highlight how their review is different and fill a critical knowledge gap. 

3. The authors state traditional wastewater treatment plants usually fail to extract APTs, however, they don’t provide any research related to that. They should make a table that highlights all of the studies that prove this statement. The table should include all existing traditional treatment method and their efficiency in removing the APIs. 
4. Page 4 is missing. 

5. Section/paragraph numberings are wrong. There are two sub sections highlighted as 2. 

6. Table 1 & 2:

a. Are these synthetic water or grab samples of concentrated wastewater from environmental sources? How much was the initial concentration? It is important because competing ions can change the mineralization efficiency so it’s an important piece of information to have.

b. Aere there any harmful by-products? Is it complete mineralization? 
c. What are the reaction rates?

d. Include more studies if available. If there aren’t more then hightlight that in the research direction section. 

7. The manuscript lacks mechanistic explanation. The authors discuss the general mechanisms of pollutant removal for each method. However, they should discuss the results from the tables at length and focus on the mechanisms behind the removal efficiency of those targeted pollutants.  
8. Section 2.2 – Advanced Treatment of wetland Configurations talks nitrate removal but how it that related to PPCP contaminated wastewater? The highlight of this manuscript is to tie all treatment techniques to remove APIs but the authors did not state how this method could treat the wastewater of their interest.
The manuscript provides a general overview of pollutant removal methods and summarizes a selected few studies. However, it lacks the analytical depth required for publication in its current form and therefore requires serious major revisions. A high-quality review article should comprehensively synthesize the existing body of literature, identify trends, and critically evaluate findings to better understand broader patterns and underlying mechanisms. It should also clearly define the knowledge gaps in the field and state how the review contributes to addressing them. In its present form, the manuscript does not adequately establish the significance of the review, nor does it clearly define its objectives or the specific gaps in knowledge it intends to address.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	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)
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