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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 manuscript presents a significant contribution to the scientific community by addressing the urgent issue of pharmaceutical pollutants, particularly ciprofloxacin, in aquatic environments. The synthesis of a zinc oxide graphite composite introduces an efficient and potentially low-cost photocatalyst that can harness sunlight, making the process more sustainable and applicable in real-world conditions. By improving photocatalytic degradation performance, this study advances current knowledge in environmental remediation and nanomaterials engineering. Furthermore, the work supports the development of eco-friendly technologies for wastewater treatment, aligning with global efforts toward environmental protection and public health safety
	





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
	The title of the manuscript is both clear and appropriate. (Good=4)
	

	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
	The abstract requires further attention, and the results should be incorporated.( Satisfactory )
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	It is imperative that the keywords are expanded to include more comprehensive terms. (Satisfactory )
	

	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
	While the fundamental data were subjected to a thorough review, it was determined that figures (1) and (2) would benefit from a more structured organisation. (good =4)
	

	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
	Indeed, it is evident that the research objectives have been articulated with great precision and clarity.(good= 4)
	

	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
	It is vital that the research's literature review is supported by up-to-date references, in order to ensure the highest standards of academic rigour. (good =4)
	

	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
	It is evident that the manuscript under consideration has been composed and formulated using a sound methodology that is consistent with global research standards. (good =4)
	

	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
	The manuscript under review does not present any ethical problems for publication.(good =4)
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Diffraction (XRD)  studies necessitate the incorporation of grain size and reticular constants(a, b, c ). In a similar manner, the utilisation of field emission scanning electron microscopy (FESEM) necessitates the incorporation of grain size(D nm) and average roughness metrics (Ra).( 2 = Needs)
	

	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
	The results of the dental X-ray diffraction test (XRD) necessitate the entry and processing of the following values in tabular form coefficient of texture, crystallite size, micro-strain, lattice strain and dislocation density.( 3 = Satisfactory)
	

	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
	It is evident that the literature is associated with the discussion; however, it would benefit from enhanced focus and precision.( good=4)
	

	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
	Indeed, there is a congruence between the conclusions and the data.(good= 4)
	

	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
	Indeed, the limitations of the study were addressed.(good =4)
	

	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
	It was established that the references employed were of a satisfactory standard, in that they were appropriate, up-to-date and sufficient in number.( good=4 )
	

	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
	The manuscript would benefit from enhancement of its writing style.( 3 = Satisfactory)
	





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.
	The title is appropriate
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	It is not obligatory to incorporate an indication of the results and the objective of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript's scientific evaluation is of a high standard, and the narrative style is to be commended.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, references sufficient and recent
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	no
	




Reviewer details:

[bookmark: _GoBack]Dawood Salman Abd Al-kader, Iraq

Page 4 of 4
V240326


