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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 provides valuable information and insights into the use of raw rice husk as a low-cost and environmentally friendly adsorbent for the removal of total dissolved solids (TDS) from groundwater, contributing to sustainable water treatment solutions. The study comprehensively addresses key factors—such as particle size, adsorbent dosage, contact time, and compound polarity—providing practical guidance for improving adsorption performance. Furthermore, a kinetic parameter that confirms the behavior of total dissolved solids (TDS) enhances the mechanistic understanding of TDS adsorption processes. These findings significantly contribute to the valorization of agricultural waste, support the development of accessible water purification technologies, and contribute effectively to the field of green chemistry.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and effective. It clearly and concisely conveys the core elements of the research
While the original title is good, here's an alternative that emphasizes some different aspects more clearly.

(Adsorption of Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) from groundwater using raw rice husk: kinetics and the effect of compound polarity)

The original title is excellent and needs no change. The above option is provided only to demonstrate different stylistic approaches.
	

	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 is generally comprehensive and successfully summarizes the main components of the study. However, it could be slightly altered to enhance its clarity, impact, and consistency with the standard scientific abstract structure.

It is suggested that the following be added:

Quantitatively define the main results. The abstract indicates that glycerol had no effect on adsorption, while ionic compounds were negatively affected. Including a quantitative range or maximum percentage change observed would make these results more impactful. For example:

Glycerol had a negligible effect (less than 5% change in removal), while ionic compounds such as methyl bromide and potassium chloride reduced total dissolved solids removal by up to XX%.

Also, include a key experimental condition. Mentioning the optimal sorbent dose (2 g) or equilibrium time (120 min) specified in the study would give readers an immediate sense of the operational parameters.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on the presented content, the manuscript appears scientifically sound. It uses a standard adsorption methodology, investigates relevant factors (dose, time, and concentration), and employs appropriate kinetic models. The results are logically interpreted, such as linking the decreased efficiency at high doses to particle agglomeration. The experimental evidence presented supports the conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is generally sufficient for the core topic  are a mix of older foundational works and recent studies. The inclusion of sources from 2023 and 2024 is excellent and demonstrates an effort to be current. However, there is a heavy reliance on pre-2015 references for the adsorption-specific concepts.

 but could be enhanced by adding 2-3 more recent and highly relevant review articles or studies that specifically focus on the challenges of TDS removal and competitive adsorption, moving beyond the well-established literature on dye and metal removal. This would better frame the contribution of the current study within the most recent scientific discourse.
Here are some additional references suggested for further improvement:

1. Arefin, M. A., et al. (2021). A comprehensive review of total dissolved solids adsorption from wastewater. Journal of Cleaner Production, 311, 127-606.

(This review provides a strong background context for the entire study, directly justifying research on total dissolved solids adsorption.)

2. De Gisi, S., et al. (2016). Properties and adsorption capabilities of low-cost adsorbents for wastewater treatment: A review. Sustainable Materials and Technologies, 9, 10-40.

(A commonly cited review discusses the use of diverse low-cost materials, including agricultural waste, for the removal of various pollutants, with the selection of rice husks in context.)
	

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


	The quality of the article's language is generally adequate for scientific communication, although it requires minor revisions to meet the standards of prestigious international journals. These include the following:

- Grammatical and syntactic errors:

- It was shown that the smaller size (400-500 µm) showed better adsorption. It would be preferable to use (The smaller size (400-500 µm) showed better adsorption.)

- The phrase (These compounds may compete to increase the concentration of dissolved solids) should be reworded to (These compounds may compete for adsorption sites, which may increase the concentration of dissolved solids.)

- Stirring for 30 minutes is preferable to use (The samples were stirred for 30 minutes.) (The passive voice is preferred in the methods sections.)

- The correlation coefficient should be close to 0.97 (the correlation coefficient (R²) should be close to 0.97).

We also note that there are conflicting terms sometimes (rice husk) sometimes (husk) sometimes (absorption of dissolved solids) and sometimes (removal of dissolved solids.) Standardization of terminology improves readability.

In general, a manuscript should undergo professional proofreading to correct grammatical errors, improve fluency, and ensure uniformity of terminology. This will enhance its clarity and professionalism, making it more suitable for publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This article presents a well-considered and scientifically sound investigation into the use of raw rice husks for the adsorption of dissolved solids, effectively addressing a relevant environmental challenge with a low-cost solution. The study comprehensively explores key experimental factors and provides a thorough kinetic analysis. This work holds significant value for sustainable water treatment research, especially in resource-limited environments, and is a significant contribution to the field of green chemistry.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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