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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 addresses one of the most pressing global challenges—freshwater scarcity—by presenting a comprehensive review of conventional and emerging desalination methods. It provides a structured comparison of thermal, membrane, and hybrid desalination processes along with innovative approaches such as Forward Osmosis, Capacitive Deionization, Hydration, and Freezing-based methods. The inclusion of schematic diagrams and comparative tables enhances the clarity and practical relevance. The study is highly valuable for researchers, engineers, and policymakers in water treatment and renewable energy integration.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is concise, descriptive, and directly reflects the scope of the review.


	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is well-written and provides a clear summary of technologies, advantages, limitations, and future prospects. However, it may be improved by briefly mentioning the environmental concerns of brine disposal and the role of hybrid systems in future desalination.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The paper is scientifically sound, technically accurate, and well-structured. Each technology is explained with its operating principles, energy requirements, and application relevance. The use of recent references strengthens its scientific credibility.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are comprehensive, relevant, and updated (up to 2025). However, a few additional references on sustainability and brine management could further enrich the discussion (e.g., papers on Zero Liquid Discharge (ZLD) desalination and life-cycle analysis of desalination plants).


	

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


	Yes, the manuscript is written in clear, scholarly English. Only minor grammatical polishing (such as shortening long sentences) could further improve readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The comparative table is very useful but could be expanded to highlight cost per cubic meter of freshwater for each method.

The paper may also benefit from a stronger concluding section that links desalination technologies with **Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)** and circular economy concepts.

 Figures are informative, but captions can be made more descriptive.

The manuscript is strong, comprehensive, and highly relevant


	


	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 details)


	


Reviewer details:

K. Arumuganainar, J.P. College of Engineering, India

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

