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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 review article shows that there is an immediate need to produce Polyaluminium Chloride (PAC) at low costs to increase the availability of high-performance water treatment methods in developing economies. It provides a comprehensive analysis of utilizing locally available minerals and industrial waste materials, such as bauxite and aluminum scraps, to significantly reduce raw material costs. The manuscript also emphasizes a transition toward environmentally sustainable production practices, promoting green manufacturing processes and improved waste management within the chemical sector. Furthermore, it identifies critical research gaps concerning the practical implementation of these alternative approaches on an industrial scale, thereby offering valuable directions for future research in this field.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	5. (The title is highly appropriate as it clearly defines the scope, review methodology, and the specific focus on sustainability and cost-effectiveness)
	

	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
	4. (The abstract is well-structured and clearly presents the aim, methodology, and key findings of the review on cost-effective PAC production. However, minor grammatical errors, repetition, and lack of methodological precision reduce the rating to 4 out of 5)
	

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

	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
	4. (The background information is generally sufficient and provides a clear overview of PAC and its importance in water treatment; however, some sections are overly descriptive and could be better organized for improved clarity and focus)
	

	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. (The research objective is mentioned but not explicitly and clearly defined in a concise statement; it appears somewhat embedded within the introduction, which reduces clarity and focus)
	

	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
	4. (The literature review is relevant and includes many recent studies, demonstrating good coverage of the topic; however, it is largely descriptive and would benefit from more critical analysis and synthesis of the cited works)
	

	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. (The methodology follows a general systematic review approach and is appropriate in principle; however, it lacks detailed description of screening procedures, data analysis methods, and justification of the review framework, which limits its rigor and reproducibility)
	

	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
	N/A.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4. (The results are presented in a structured and understandable manner; however, they are somewhat descriptive and could benefit from clearer synthesis and comparison)
	

	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
	4. (Tables and figures are relevant and support the content effectively; however, some could be improved in clarity and presentation quality)
	

	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
	4. (The discussion links findings with existing literature, but it remains mostly descriptive and would benefit from deeper critical analysis)
	

	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
	4. (The conclusions are generally supported by the reviewed studies; however, a stronger linkage with specific findings would improve robustness)
	

	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
	3. (Some limitations are indirectly mentioned, but a clear and dedicated discussion of study limitations is lacking)
	

	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
	5.
	

	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
	4. (The manuscript is understandable overall, but frequent grammatical errors and awkward phrasing reduce clarity and readability)
	





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 is informative but should be improved by correcting grammatical errors, reducing repetition, and including more precise methodological details (e.g., selection criteria and number of studies reviewed) to better reflect the systematic nature of the study. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

	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. 
	








PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript provides a comprehensive and well-structured review of the manufacturing of Polyaluminium Chloride (PAC). It successfully addresses the economic and environmental challenges in current production methods. The inclusion of industrial waste as a raw material adds significant value to the paper. I recommend it for publication with minor adjustments to ensure its broad applicability.
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