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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 an important and timely topic in environmental science and water treatment by exploring the use of an eco-friendly, plant-based material (Coriandrum sativum) as a natural coagulant/adsorbent for drinking water treatment. The study contributes to the growing body of research on sustainable and low-cost alternatives to conventional chemical coagulants, which is particularly relevant for developing regions facing water scarcity and economic constraints. The comprehensive evaluation of physicochemical, microbiological, and heavy metal parameters enhances the scientific value of the work. Overall, the findings provide useful applied knowledge that may support greener water treatment strategies and future pilot-scale or field applications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and reflects the scope of the study. However, it is somewhat broad and could be made more specific to highlight the experimental focus.

Suggested alternative title:
“Evaluation of Coriandrum sativum Leaves and Stems as Natural Coagulants for Sustainable Drinking Water Treatment”


	

	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 largely comprehensive and clearly outlines the objective, methodology, and key findings of the study. It successfully reports the use of fresh and dried cilantro parts, treatment conditions, and removal efficiencies.
However, the abstract could be improved by:

· Briefly stating the broader implication of the findings (e.g., applicability for small-scale or rural water treatment systems).

· Slightly reducing methodological detail (e.g., listing many specific efficiencies) and emphasizing the main comparative outcome (dry stems being the most effective).
No major deletions are required, but minor streamlining would enhance clarity and impact.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound, and the experimental design is appropriate for the stated objectives. Standardized methods (APHA) were used, and a wide range of water quality parameters were analyzed.
That said, some issues require attention:

· In several cases, statistically non-significant ANOVA results are reported alongside claims of treatment effectiveness; this should be discussed more carefully to avoid overinterpretation.

· The manuscript would benefit from clearer justification of why some parameters (e.g., EC, TDS, chloride) increased after treatment.

· The discussion section is very long and could be better focused by reducing repetition and tightening comparisons with previous studies.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include both classical and recent studies, with several citations from 2022–2025, which is commendable.
However, the manuscript would benefit from:

· Adding more recent review articles (last 3–5 years) on natural coagulants and bio-based adsorbents.

· Including comparative studies on other plant-based coagulants under similar treatment conditions.
Overall, the reference list is adequate but could be strengthened slightly.


	

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


	The language is understandable and suitable for scholarly communication; however, the manuscript contains:

· Grammatical errors,

· Long and repetitive sentences,

· Inconsistent tense usage and formatting issues.

Professional English editing is strongly recommended to improve readability, coherence, and overall presentation.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents extensive experimental data and addresses an important environmental problem; however, its overall clarity and impact would benefit from structural and stylistic improvements. The authors are encouraged to reduce redundancy, particularly in the Results and Discussion sections, and to focus more clearly on the key findings and their implications for practical water treatment applications. Figures and tables should be carefully checked for consistency, clarity, and proper referencing in the text. Additionally, improving the flow of the discussion and strengthening the linkage between results and conclusions would enhance the scientific rigor of the manuscript. With careful revision and language editing, the study has the potential to make a meaningful contribution to the field of sustainable water treatment.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues are apparent. The study does not involve human or animal subjects, and the ethical statement is clearly provided.
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