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	General Assessment

The manuscript entitled “Green Approach to Ampicillin Removal: Modified Rice Husk as a Sustainable Adsorbent” addresses a relevant and timely topic in environmental remediation, particularly the use of low-cost biomass for pharmaceutical removal. The integration of adsorption experiments with response surface methodology (RSM), kinetic, isotherm, and thermodynamic analyses is appropriate and potentially valuable.

However, despite improvements in the revised version, the manuscript still presents several critical issues related to internal consistency, data interpretation, and scientific rigor. These concerns significantly affect the reliability of the conclusions and must be addressed before the manuscript can be considered for publication.

Overall, I recommend major revision.



Major Comments

1. Critical inconsistency in contact time units

A major inconsistency exists in the treatment of contact time. In Section 3.2.1, adsorption behavior is described in seconds (0–30 s), suggesting extremely rapid equilibrium. However, throughout the experimental design and optimization sections, contact time is presented in minutes (up to 180 min).

This discrepancy is scientifically problematic. Adsorption processes occurring over seconds versus minutes correspond to entirely different kinetic regimes and mass transfer limitations. The manuscript does not clarify whether:

· both time scales were experimentally used, or

· this is a unit/reporting error.

This inconsistency undermines the credibility of the kinetic analysis and optimization results. The authors must:

· verify the correct units,

· standardize them across the manuscript, and

· ensure that all interpretations are consistent with the corrected time scale.



2. Contradictory interpretation of adsorption mechanism

· The manuscript presents conflicting conclusions regarding the adsorption mechanism:

· Kinetic model: pseudo-second-order → typically associated with chemisorption
· Thermodynamics: ΔH ≈ −21 kJ/mol → suggests physisorption or weak interactions
· Dubinin–Radushkevich: E ≈ 0.6 kJ/mol → clearly indicates physisorption
The authors acknowledge this contradiction but do not adequately resolve it. Simply stating that this is “common” is not sufficient.

A coherent mechanistic interpretation is required. The authors should:

· critically reassess the meaning of pseudo-second-order fitting (which does not necessarily imply chemisorption),

· reconcile all models into a unified explanation,

· avoid overinterpretation of kinetic models as mechanistic proof.



3. Overinterpretation of FTIR results

Although the FTIR discussion has been expanded, it still includes unsupported claims, such as:

· π–π interactions,

· electrostatic interactions,

· complexation mechanisms.

FTIR alone cannot definitively confirm these interactions. These statements should be:

· softened (e.g., “suggested”, “possible”),

· supported by literature,

· or removed if not experimentally justified.



4. Questionable adsorption performance claims

The manuscript repeatedly emphasizes “high performance” and “high efficiency”, yet:

· Langmuir capacity: 0.0445 mg/g (very low)

· D–R capacity: ~1.96 mg/g (still modest)

These values are relatively low compared to many reported adsorbents in the literature.

The discussion should be revised to:

· provide realistic benchmarking,

· avoid overstating performance,

· include quantitative comparison with literature values.



5. Inconsistent or unusual concentration units

The manuscript uses mg/mL for ampicillin concentration, which is unusual for adsorption studies (typically mg/L or ppm).

This raises concerns about:

· possible unit errors,

· comparability with literature,

· interpretation of adsorption capacity.

The authors must verify and standardize concentration units throughout the manuscript.



6. Lack of validation of optimized conditions

Although RSM predicts optimal conditions (~95% removal), the manuscript does not clearly demonstrate:

· experimental validation of these predicted conditions,

· comparison between predicted vs actual optimized results.

This validation is essential to support the robustness of the optimization.



Minor Comments

1. Language quality
· The manuscript still contains grammatical errors and awkward phrasing.

· Professional proofreading is strongly recommended.

2. Clarity and redundancy
· Some sections are overly verbose and repetitive.

· Sentences should be simplified for clarity.

3. Figure quality and captions
· Some figures lack clarity and detailed captions.

· Ensure all figures are self-explanatory.

4. Referencing style
· Ensure consistency in citation format (e.g., spacing, punctuation, “et al.” usage).

5. Equation formatting
· Several equations are poorly formatted or incomplete.

· Ensure all variables are defined clearly.



 Final Recommendation

Decision: Major Revision
The manuscript has potential, but substantial revisions are required to address:

· internal inconsistencies,

· mechanistic interpretation,

· data reliability,

· and clarity of presentation.

Only after these issues are adequately resolved should the manuscript be reconsidered for publication.
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