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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 deals with a scientifically relevant topic and provides meaningful information that can contribute to the existing knowledge in the field. The findings presented may be of interest to researchers working in related areas and could provide a useful basis for further investigations. The manuscript also has potential educational and research value by bringing together relevant concepts and findings in a systematic manner. Overall, the work is of potential significance to the scientific community and, after addressing the necessary revisions, could make a useful contribution to the field.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       4 – Good
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	      4 – Good
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      4 – Good
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	     4 – Good    
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      3 – Satisfactory
The manuscript provides useful discussion of the experimental findings, but the limitations of the study are not discussed in sufficient detail. The authors could explicitly address limitations such as the batch-scale nature of the experiments, the range of heavy metals and operating conditions investigated, the absence or limited discussion of regeneration/reusability of the adsorbent, and the need for validation under actual field or continuous-flow conditions. A dedicated limitations paragraph would strengthen the manuscript.

	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	      4 – Good
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	     4 – Good
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES – Suitable.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO.
Suggestion for improvement:
The abstract provides a general overview of the study, but it could be made more comprehensive by stating the key quantitative findings more explicitly, particularly the heavy-metal removal efficiencies and the optimum experimental conditions. The main conclusion and the significance of the findings should also be presented more clearly within the abstract.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO.
Suggestion for improvement:
The manuscript is generally scientifically sound; however, some statements regarding the mechanisms of heavy-metal removal and the interpretation of the experimental results require stronger scientific justification. The authors should provide clearer experimental evidence and/or appropriate literature support for the proposed adsorption mechanisms, and ensure that all conclusions are directly supported by the reported data.

The manuscript addresses a relevant environmental remediation problem and presents potentially useful findings on the use of modified watermelon-rind biochar for heavy-metal removal. However, several aspects require improvement before publication, particularly the completeness and recency of the literature review, clearer justification of the proposed adsorption mechanisms, more explicit discussion of study limitations, and improvement of the language and presentation. I therefore recommend consideration after appropriate revision. Overall, the manuscript has potential scientific value, but the authors should address the above issues adequately before a final publication decision.

The manuscript has a relevant topic, clear objectives, appropriate methodology, useful experimental results, and potential scientific value. However, it needs substantial improvement in the literature review, scientific justification of adsorption mechanisms, discussion of limitations, recency of references, presentation of results, and language/technical editing.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO.
Suggestion for improvement:
The references are generally relevant to the topic, but they should be strengthened with a greater number of recent publications, particularly studies from the last 5 years on modified biochar, agricultural-waste-derived adsorbents, heavy-metal removal mechanisms, and comparable adsorption systems. Updating the literature would improve the scientific context and demonstrate the novelty of the present study.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO.
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