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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.


	The manuscript titled "Kinetic Modeling of Phosphate Adsorption onto Algae-Saturated Chitosan Composites from Aqueous Solution under Batch Conditions" offers significant value to the scientific community. It introduces a sustainable, low-cost biosorbent composed of Spirulina-saturated chitosan for the removal of phosphate from contaminated water. By systematically applying and comparing kinetic models, the study not only identifies chemisorption as the dominant mechanism but also validates the suitability of the pseudo-second-order model with high correlation. This work advances the understanding of bio-based adsorption systems and contributes practical insights toward addressing eutrophication through environmentally friendly wastewater treatment methods.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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 of the article is largely comprehensive. It successfully introduces the problem of phosphate contamination, describes the adsorbent material (algae-saturated chitosan composite), outlines the experimental setup, and presents key findings including adsorption capacity, removal efficiency, and kinetic modeling results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound based on the content provided. It demonstrates a clear experimental framework, appropriate material selection, and methodical kinetic modeling.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Authors need to revise the article as per the comments given below,

1. The abstract is informative, but it can be improved by adding specific values like the R² of the best-fitting kinetic model. Consider including a clearer statement of potential application in real-world wastewater treatment.
2. Whether the biosorbent was characterized using techniques like FTIR or SEM (even if not done, it should be mentioned as a limitation).

3. The results are well-analyzed using appropriate kinetic models, but inclusion of error bars, comparison with similar biosorbents, and clarification on equilibrium confirmation are recommended for completeness.

4. Clearly indicate whether adsorption experiments were performed in replicates and include standard deviations or error bars in relevant graphs.

5. Improve figure formatting—label axes with units, provide figure numbers and descriptive captions, and ensure clarity in graphical data presentation.

6. Justify the selection of experimental conditions such as pH 5.65 and initial phosphate concentration; include rationale or references where applicable.

7. The adsorption capacity (12.04 mg/g) and removal efficiency (~24%) are moderate—compare with similar biosorbents in the literature to contextualize the performance.

8. Confirm whether equilibrium was established based on constant qt values or statistical metrics; this will strengthen the interpretation of kinetic modelling results.

9. Define all variables in equations clearly and maintain consistent notation, especially in the kinetics section.

10. Consider briefly discussing the potential reuse or regeneration of the biosorbent, or mention it as a future research direction.

11. Revise the abstract and conclusion as per the key findings.
12. Arrange the keywords in alphabetical order.

13. Number the equations used.
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