

Review Form 3
	

	Book Name:
	Sustainable Water Resource Management: Issues, Challenges & Solutions

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_6912.18

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	PHYTOREMEDIATION OF WASTEWATER: HARNESSING POMOEA AQUATICA IN VERTICAL FLOW CONSTRUCTED WETLAND FOR SUSTAINABLE WATER PURIFICATION

	Type of the Article
	Book Chapter






	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 addresses a highly relevant global challenge—sustainable wastewater treatment—by integrating phytoremediation with vertical flow constructed wetlands (VFCWs). The study provides experimental evidence on the performance of Ipomoea aquatica, a locally available and fast-growing macrophyte, under different hydraulic retention times for treating both municipal sewage and dairy wastewater. Its relevance is particularly strong for developing countries such as India, where low-cost, low-energy, and land-efficient treatment solutions are urgently needed. The findings contribute valuable data to the limited body of Indian case studies on VFCWs and support the broader adoption of nature-based wastewater treatment technologies.
	

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

	Yes, the title is generally suitable and reflects the core theme and methodology of the study. However, it is slightly long and could be made more concise for clarity and impact.

Suggested alternative title (optional):
“Performance of Ipomoea aquatica in Vertical Flow Constructed Wetlands for Sustainable Wastewater Treatment”

	

	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 is largely comprehensive and clearly states the background, objective, methodology, and key outcomes of the study. It successfully highlights the role of Ipomoea aquatica in improving multiple water quality parameters within a VFCW system.

Suggestions:
· Include quantitative highlights (e.g., percentage removal of BOD, COD, or nutrients) to strengthen the impact.
· Briefly mention the types of wastewater treated (sewage and dairy effluent) for clarity.
· Minor grammatical polishing is recommended for improved readability.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and based on standard experimental methods (APHA, 2017). The experimental design, parameter selection, and interpretation of results are appropriate and consistent with existing literature on constructed wetlands and phytoremediation. However, some clarifications would improve scientific rigor:
· The reported 100% substrate porosity appears unrealistic and should be clarified or corrected.
· The increase in chloride concentration should be discussed in more depth, as it has implications for effluent reuse.
· Statistical analysis (e.g., standard deviation or replicate consistency) is missing and should be included if data allow.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are relevant and include both classical and recent studies (2017–2023). Key literature on constructed wetlands, phytoremediation, and Ipomoea aquatica has been appropriately cited.

Suggestions for improvement:
· Add more recent (2021–2024) international studies on VFCWs and nutrient removal efficiency.
· Include references comparing vertical vs. horizontal flow wetlands for strengthened contextual discussion.

	

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

	
The language is generally understandable and suitable for scholarly communication. However, the manuscript contains grammatical errors, typographical mistakes, and inconsistent tense usage. Professional English editing or careful proofreading is strongly recommended to improve clarity and presentation quality



	

	Optional/General comments

	
· Figures and tables are relevant, but figure captions could be more descriptive.
· Units and symbols should be standardized throughout the manuscript.
· The conclusion could be strengthened by explicitly stating practical implications and scalability potential.

The manuscript is scientifically valuable and suitable for publication after minor revisions addressing language quality, clarification of methodological details, and minor improvements to data interpretation
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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