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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.

	This manuscript contributes to the advancement of wastewater treatment technologies by presenting a novel ceramic membrane composed of red clay and nano-activated carbon. The study demonstrates a cost-effective and energy-efficient approach for oil removal from industrial effluents, addressing a pressing environmental concern. The membrane’s high performance in terms of flux and oil rejection, along with its regeneration capability, highlights its potential scalability and practical application. As such, the research provides valuable insights for both academic and industrial stakeholders in the field of environmental engineering and membrane science.

	

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

	The current title is identical to the previously published article. For a book chapter, it is recommended to revise the title to differentiate it from the original publication and better align it with the broader and more integrative nature of a chapter. Below are some suggested alternative titles:
1: "Red Clay-Based Ultrafiltration Membranes for Efficient Oil-Water Separation: Fabrication, Characterization, and Performance"
2: "Innovative Ceramic Membranes from Red Clay for Industrial Oil-Water Separation


	

	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 a clear overview of the membrane fabrication process, characterization, and performance results. It includes relevant technical details such as pore size, contact angle, pressure range, and oil rejection efficiency. However, the abstract remains identical to that of the previously published article. Since this work is being presented as a book chapter, it is recommended to revise the abstract to reflect the broader scope and educational purpose expected in this format. A brief contextual introduction on the environmental relevance of oil-contaminated wastewater and the role of ceramic membranes would improve its comprehensiveness. Additionally, there is a minor typo where “membrane spore size” should be corrected to “membrane pore size.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The current version does not reflect the structure or depth typically expected of a book chapter. If the authors intend to adapt this work into a chapter, they should include additional content such as a broader introduction, current challenges in the field, future perspectives, and possibly a more detailed discussion of the implications of their findings. This would enhance the value of the chapter for readers and better align it with the format and purpose of a book.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Since the manuscript remains identical to the version published in 2021, the references have not been updated either. As a result, there are no recent citations reflecting the current advances in the field. For a book chapter, it is strongly recommended that the authors include more up-to-date references, particularly from the last 3–4 years, to provide a more comprehensive and current overview of the topic.
	

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

	The English language and overall writing quality are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is understandable and technically sound.



	

	Optional/General comments

	
Comments:
The manuscript, although scientifically sound lacks updated references, broader contextualization, and additional content such as challenges, recent advances, or future perspectives that would justify its inclusion in a book. Significant restructuring and the addition of content are required before it can be reconsidered for publication.


	



	PART  2: 


	
	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? 
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