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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 provides valuable insights into the development of ZnO-Gr composite materials and how the addition of graphite can enhance charge separation, improve electron transport, and increase overall photocatalytic efficiency under sunlight irradiation. Furthermore, this study evaluates synthesis condition with various parameters, which can serve as a useful reference for optimizing similar photocatalytic systems. These findings can support further research in designing efficient, low-cost materials for sustainable wastewater treatment applications.
	





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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	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
	3
	

	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
	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
	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
	3
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	





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.
	NO

The title is not scientific enough and is too descriptive (it only describes what was created and what was testes, without mentioning the significance of the results). Suggested improvements for the title would be to use “Synthesis and Performance Evaluation of ZnO-Graphite…” or “Synthesis and Photocatalytic Performance of ZnO-Graphite…” and avoid using “with sunlight” (too informal), instead use “under sunlight”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
The abstract lacks clarity and detail. The explanation of the methods is too long, while the research objectives are not explicitly stated. The composition and optimal conditions are also not mentioned (such as variations in the percentage of graphite and the optimal composition). Could these details be added?
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
· In the introduction, the explanation of why graphite was chosen as a photocatalyst is not detailed enough and is too brief for the main subject of the study. The selection of graphite could be explained by factors such as electron-hole separation, accelerated electron transfer, improved material stability, etc.
· In Section 2.1 the compositions of the nanoparticles used ranges from 1-7%. Is there any basis of reference from previous research regarding the addition of graphite? Additionally, how did the authors determine the range of these composition percentages, and what the rationale for selecting this range of graphite addition?
· IR analysis revealed adsorption bands indicating the presence of CO/CO2 molecules. Could the authors provide a mode detailed explanation of the significance of these molecules in the adsorption process and their contribution to the improved performance of the ZnO-Gr?
· The statement that the bandgap of ZnO is 3,32 eV, as reported in the literature (still too general). Further clarification is needed regarding the ZnO bandgap values reported in the literature, including whether there is a range of values or a specific value that is consistently used as a reference.
· In the discussion of the effect of solution pH, it is mentioned that the residual concentration decreases from pH 2,5 to pH 7,7. Then increases again at pH 10,5 and 11,2. Could the author provide further explanation of this phenomenon based on relevant literature?
· In section on pH, the notation of residual concentration values is still inconsistent (for example 0,3 versus 0,05% and 0,25%). Please correct this to ensure consistent units and formatting.
· The conclusion state that various characterization showed differences in the energy band lavels between the different nanocomposites. Please state the energy band gap values obtained and provide a brief summary of the results from other characterization methods, such as SEM, XRD, and IR.
· In the conclusion, briefly suggest areas for futher research or the further development of this study. 
	

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

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

33% of the references cited are from more then 5 years ago (such as 2014, 2016, 2018-2020). Please update the references so that 80% are from the last 5 years.
	

	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 presents the synthesis and characterization of ZnO-Gr composite for photocatalytic degradation of ciprofloxacin under sunlight. The topic is relevant and aligns with current interest in environmental remediation and photocatalytic materials. However, the manuscript shows several weaknesses in scientific rigor and clarity of interpretation.

The main concern includes insufficient justification for the selection and composition range of graphite, lack of detailed explanation of key mechanistic aspects (e.g., the role of graphite, pH effect), and inconsistencies in data presentation and units. In addition, some statements in the introduction, results, and conclusion are too general and require more precise scientific support and clearer quantitative information.

Overall, while the study has potential scientific interest, the current version requires major revision to improve methodological justification, data consistency, and depth of discussion before it can be considered for publication.
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