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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 a contribution to the scientific community by systematically linking agricultural feedstock selection specifically coconut shell which resulting physicochemical properties and functional performance of biochar. It advances current understanding by integrating multiple characterization techniques (XRD, SEM, FTIR, BET, and zeta potential) to present a comprehensive structure–property relationship, which is often fragmented in existing literature. 
Importantly, the study highlights how low-cost, waste-derived materials can be engineered into high-performance adsorbents, reinforcing the relevance of circular economy principles and sustainable materials science. The findings have direct implications for environmental remediation, particularly in wastewater treatment and pollutant adsorption, offering a scalable and economically viable alternative to conventional materials. Overall, this work bridges fundamental material characterization with practical environmental applications, making it valuable for both academic researchers and industry practitioners.

	




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
	4 (Good)
	

	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 (Good)
	

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

	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 (Satisfactory)
	

	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 (Good)
	

	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 (Good)
	

	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 (Not Applicable)
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
	

	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 (Good)
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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 (Good)
	

	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 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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
	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.

	Yes – the title accurately reflects the content of the manuscript, which investigates how coconut shell as an agricultural feedstock influences the physicochemical properties and performance potential of the resulting biochar.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No (Needs Improvement)
The abstract is informative but not fully comprehensive. 

Suggested revised abstract:
Limited understanding exists of how pyrolysis conditions affect the physicochemical properties of biochar derived from specific agricultural feedstocks. This study investigates coconut shell–derived biochar produced via oxygen-limited pyrolysis at 600°C with a heating rate of 5°C min⁻¹. X-ray diffraction revealed a predominantly amorphous structure (crystallinity index: 30.3%) with broad peaks at 2θ ≈ 23.15° and 43.80°, indicating high structural disorder favorable for adsorption. Dynamic light scattering showed a unimodal particle size distribution centered at ~1550 nm, while zeta potential measurements indicated a mean surface charge of −17 mV, confirming moderate colloidal stability and affinity for cationic contaminants. BET and BJH analyses demonstrated a hierarchical pore structure with cumulative pore volume reaching ~77 cc g⁻¹ in the 40–51 nm range and a micropore volume of ~0.13 cc g⁻¹. FTIR analysis confirmed the presence of –OH, C=O, and aromatic C=C functional groups, contributing to surface reactivity. Collectively, these structural, chemical, and electrokinetic properties position coconut shell biochar as a low-cost, high-performance material for environmental remediation and wastewater treatment, comparable in key characteristics to commercial activated carbon.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No (Needs Improvement)
The manuscript is partially scientifically correct, but it contains several factual errors, methodological inconsistencies, and overstatements that compromise its scientific accuracy.

The manuscript reports interesting characterization data, but scientific correctness is compromised by factual errors (1500°C, "husk" vs. "shell"), overstatements (adsorption claims without adsorption data), missing contextual information (zeta potential pH), and taxonomic mistakes. These issues require correction before the manuscript can be considered scientifically sound. A revision addressing the seven points above would elevate the rating to "Good" or "Excellent."
	

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

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

	Yes
While the reference list contains 49 entries and includes some recent publications (2023–2026), it has notable gaps in both sufficiency and recency for a manuscript of this scope.
	

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

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

	No
The manuscript describes a straightforward materials characterization study involving:
· Agricultural waste (coconut shells) – No animal or human subjects are involved.
· Laboratory pyrolysis and sample analysis – No unethical or prohibited procedures are used.
· No fabricated or manipulated data visible from the content provided (though statistical reporting is incomplete, this is a rigor issue, not an ethical violation per se).
· Proper attribution of prior work – References are provided for methods, earlier pyrolysis studies, and analytical techniques. No evidence of plagiarism is apparent; the text is original, albeit with language that would benefit from editing.
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