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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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.

	· The manuscript validates electrocoagulation for treating metal working fluid effluents, a significant industrial waste stream with systematic investigation of pH, current density, and electrolyte concentration offers practical optimization insights.
· The study applying well-documented Langmuir/Freundlich isotherms and pseudo-first-order kinetics, merely confirms established parameters from literature, and would significantly benefit from analyzing specific MWF components' removal pathways, economic feasibility assessment, and comparison with alternative treatment methods to provide proper context for the results.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title "Electrocoagulation technique for the treatment of effluents from Metal working fluids" is suitable as it accurately describes the main focus of the research.
	

	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.

	The abstract provides basic information but the paper would benefit by including: specific parameter ranges studied (current density 1-4 A/dm², pH 5-9, temperatures 28-45°C), key experimental setup details (batch mode with vertical parallel electrodes), quantitative optimal conditions (pH 7, 3 A/dm²), industrial significance, and clarification that Langmuir isotherm models (R²>0.99) provided better fit than Freundlich models for the electrocoagulation process.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in its basic electrocoagulation methodology, chemistry of iron electrode reactions, and application of adsorption models. However, scientific issues include: oversimplified kinetic modeling without justifying pseudo-first-order assumptions, insufficient development of electrocoagulation-adsorption mechanism relationships, lack of error analysis and statistical validation, inconsistent formatting of chemical equations, and oversimplified claims about Fe²⁺ vs Al³⁺ toxicity without proper context. These issues should be addressed to improve the manuscript's scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are somewhat outdated and insufficient for a comprehensive study on electrocoagulation for industrial wastewater treatment. Many citations date from the early 2000s, with relatively few references from the past five years (2019-2024). The manuscript would benefit from including more recent advancements in the field.
	

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

	The English language quality in the manuscript requires significant improvement for scholarly communication. There are numerous instances of grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and inconsistent terminology:

· Inconsistent terminology: "MFWs" (p. 2) vs. "MWFs" (elsewhere) for Metal Working Fluids
· Subject-verb agreement error: "The limitations of traditional methods compelled industry and researchers to find efficient treatment methods..." (p. 3) should be "...have compelled..."
· Awkward phrasing (OPTIONAL): "It is evident from MWFs wastewater's poor biodegradability index..." (p. 3) would be better as "The poor biodegradability index of MWF wastewater indicates..."
· Formatting inconsistencies in units: "COD (mgl-1)" vs. "COD (mg/l)" used interchangeably
· Inconsistent chemical formulas: "Fe(OH)2s" and "Fe(OH)2" used in different sections
· The article will benefit from editing to improve clarity, precision, and professional presentation of the research findings.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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