
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Microbiology and Biotechnology

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJMAB_15762

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	ASSESSMENT OF THE PHYTOREMEDIATION POTENTIAL OF WATER HYACINTH (Eichhornia crassipes) FOR THE REMOVAL OF HEAVY METALS FROM SPENT OIL-SIMULATED POLLUTED WATER

	Type of the Article
	Research article / Short Communication/ Case Report / Case Study 



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.
	This manuscript addresses the critical issue of aquatic pollution caused by petroleum hydrocarbons and heavy metals. It provides valuable empirical data on the use of Eichhornia crassipes as a low-cost, nature-based phytoremediation option for resource-limited settings. Additionally, the findings offer practical insights into tissue-specific metal accumulation and removal dynamics under multi-pollutant stress. Overall, this research contributes meaningful baseline evidence for designing scalable, eco-friendly wastewater treatment solutions.

	



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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	Not Applicable
	

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

	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


	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	




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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	No
The abstract outlines the main experiment well, but it needs minor improvements: 'HM' should be spelled out as heavy metals on first use, the criteria defining the three pollution levels should be clarified, and a brief quantitative note on tissue accumulation (especially roots vs shoots) should be added instead of just qualitative mentions.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No
The manuscript contains critical inconsistencies between the written text and data tables: on page 10, the text claims plant tissue metal concentrations increased with higher pollution levels, whereas Table 4 clearly shows they decreased. The authors must resolve this contradiction, provide a biological explanation for the lower accumulation in high-pollution groups, and verify baseline Day 0 concentrations across treatments." 


The manuscript presents interesting practical data on phytoremediation using Eichhornia crassipes under spent-oil conditions. While the topic fits the scope of the journal, the manuscript in its current form contains notable contradictions between the text and Table 4 regarding metal accumulation trends, along with missing experimental details (e.g., exact oil spiking volumes) and copy-paste remnants. Therefore, I recommend a Major Revision. I am happy to recommend acceptance once the authors resolve these text-data discrepancies and clean up the presentation.

	

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

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

	Yes
	

	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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