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	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 is highly relevant to the scientific and pharmaceutical community as it provides a practical example of modernizing legacy water purification systems to meet stringent pharmacopeial and GMP requirements. By documenting the upgrade of a dual Automatic carbon filter system and its comprehensive qualification, the study offers valuable data on the impact of system modernization on both physicochemical and microbiological water quality parameters.
	

	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.
	


	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In Materials and Methods: “Alert and action limits were defined at 20 and 50 CFU/mL, respectively, with a specification limit of 100 CFU/1 mL.”

In Results/Abstract: “maximum 15 cfu/mL” → units mismatch (CFU/mL vs CFU/1 mL).
You mention TOC values of 15.4–179 ppb, below 500 ppb. But in Methods, alert/action limits are 200/300 ppb.
“Performed three time per week” – should be three times per week.

Residual Chlorine Measurement: Values are reported as <0.1 mg/L, but no mention of detection limit or method sensitivity.

System Description: : “Dual Automatic carbon filter system” → It’s unclear whether both filters are in series or parallel; this is critical for performance interpretation.

Statistical Analysis: Only minimum, median, maximum are reported. No standard deviation or variance is provided, which is important to assess system stability and reproducibility.

In 3.3, microbial growth is reported as <500 CFU/mL citing Cuban standard NC 827:2017, while in 3.5 the maximum recorded value is 15 cfu/mL with alert/action/specification limits per USP.

Table 1 reports TOC with control limits 200/300 ppb (alert/action) and specification 500 ppb. Earlier, in Abstract and Methods, the alert is given as 200 ppb and action 300 ppb.

HMI functionality is mentioned as improving operations, but there is no data or explanation on alarms, fail-safes, or control logging.

Results state “<0.1 mg/L” for free chlorine, but method detection limit, precision, and validation are not mentioned.

Reduction of TOC is shown, but specific influent vs effluent values over time are not provided in text.

The conclusion mentions “sustained compliance with pharmacopeial standards” but does not specify USP, EP, or Cuban NC 827,


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	1. I recommend to be cited the following references:
2. Nastaran Mozaffari, Ştefan Ţălu, Niloofar Mozaffari, Mika Sillanpää, Viola Vambol, Sergij Vambol, Chapter 2: Pharmaceuticals measurements and estimation methods. In “Hospital Wastewater Treatment: Global Scenario and Case Studies”, chapter 2, pages 10-26. DOI: 10.2166/9781789062625_0013. Edited by Nadeem A Khan, Viola Vambol, Sergij Vambol, Nastaran Mozaffari, Niloofar Mozaffari. Published by IWA Publishing Republic – Export Building, Units 1.04 & 1.05, 1 Clove Crescent, London, E14 2BA, UK. Publication date: July 2022. DOI: 10.2166/9781789062625.

3. Davide Frumento, Ștefan Țălu. Recent Advances in the Application of Natural Coagulants for Sustainable Water Purification. Eng, vol. 7, no. 1, article 38, p. 1-35, 2026. DOI: 10.3390/eng7010038.

	

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


	The English language needs to be revised.
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	Reduction of TOC is shown, but specific influent vs effluent values over time are not provided in text.
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