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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.


	The manuscript addresses the removal of ampicillin from aqueous matrices using acid-modified rice husk (which also raises the question of where this acid was disposed of? Because it deals with the removal of one pollutant, yet generates another; it would be interesting to know where the residue was disposed of and, in practical application, how the acid residues would be disposed of?). This is a low-cost, renewable material, contributing to the development of sustainable wastewater treatment technologies. The study integrates batch adsorption experiments with statistical optimization using response surface methodology, which broadens the understanding of the factors influencing the process efficiency. Furthermore, the application of agro-industrial waste as alternative adsorbents is a topic of growing interest in the environmental and chemical engineering fields. However, some methodological and interpretative aspects of the authors need revision to strengthen the scientific robustness of the work.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally adequate and reflects the main objective of the study. However, it is recommended to make it more specific regarding the type of adsorbent used (acid-modified rice husk) because this is not clear in the current title, and the methodological approach employed (statistical optimization or RSM), in order to increase the clarity and impact of the title.
	

	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 generally presents the objectives, methodology (it needs to be clearer about the methods used, not just describing the factors analyzed, for example: adsorbent dosage from 1 to 5g; contact time: 20min to 180 min) and the main results of the study. However, it is recommended to include clearer quantitative information on the maximum removal efficiency, as well as explicitly mentioning the main optimal conditions obtained through statistical optimization. Furthermore, some descriptions could be condensed to improve the objectivity and flow of the text.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript presents a coherent and relevant experimental approach. However, some interpretations, especially in the FTIR analysis, extrapolate what can be directly proven by the technique and should be revised to avoid speculative conclusions. BET analysis is also recommended to determine pore volume, surface area, and pore diameter. Furthermore, certain experimental details and methodological justifications need further clarification to ensure reproducibility and scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used are, for the most part, relevant and appropriate to the study's theme. However, the inclusion of more recent works related to antibiotic adsorption using agro-industrial waste and the application of statistical optimization methodologies is recommended, in order to strengthen the theoretical basis and better contextualize the results. This is particularly true in the results and discussion section, where there was a significant gap in the discussion of these data; there is much description and speculation and little literature to contrast with the authors' findings.
	

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


	The overall quality of the English is understandable, however there are several grammatical errors, terminological inconsistencies, and fluency issues that compromise the clarity of the text; transitional phrases would be helpful throughout the article. A careful proofreading of the language is recommended, preferably by a native speaker or a professional scientific editing service.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study shows potential and addresses a current and relevant topic. However, to meet the standards of a scientific journal, revisions are needed, primarily in the interpretation of spectroscopic results, methodological clarity, and writing quality, as well as in the image quality of the graphs and their legends. After these corrections, the work will be able to contribute more consistently to the field of wastewater treatment and adsorption of emerging contaminants.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 detail)

No obvious ethical issues were identified in this manuscript.
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