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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.
	· Surface chemistry underpins catalysis, water treatment, pharmaceuticals, and materials science, so a well-organized pedagogical chapter has genuine educational value

· The chapter covers a broad and coherent syllabus colloid classification, stability, emulsions, surfactants, adsorption isotherms, and heterogeneous catalysis — in a logical sequence

· As a textbook-style chapter rather than original research, its value lies in accuracy, clarity, and completeness of exposition rather than novelty

· Its usefulness is currently limited by missing figures/equations, uncited historical claims, and an incomplete reference list (see below)


	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	n/a
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	14. 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
	


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 — "Surface Chemistry" is appropriate for a broad introductory chapter
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with one gap: the abstract does not mention emulsions, surfactants, or heterogeneous catalysis, all of which receive substantial treatment in the body text, suggest expanding the abstract to reflect the full scope
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Mostly, but several specific issues require correction: 

· In the adsorption thermodynamics section, the statement "adsorption... results in decrease of free energy (ΔH-negative)" conflates ΔG and ΔH ; these should be presented as two separate, correctly labeled statements: ΔG is negative (spontaneous) and ΔH is negative (exothermic)

· The coagulating-ion example lists "Ag⁺, Pb²⁺, Fe³⁺ and Si⁴⁺" for a 1:2:3:4 valency series; Si⁴⁺ does not exist as a simple aqueous cation; this should likely read Sn⁴⁺ or Th⁴⁺, which are the standard textbook examples of a tetravalent coagulating ion

· The claim that coagulating power varies "directly as the square of the valency" (giving Mg²⁺ as 4× and Al³⁺ as 9× more effective than Na⁺) is a simplification; the more commonly cited empirical Hardy–Schulze ratios (approximately 1:100:1000 for mono-, di-, and trivalent ions) are considerably steeper than a simple z² relationship; this discrepancy should be acknowledged or the source of the z² claim cited

· Numerous historical results are attributed to named researchers in-text (Bancroft 1915, Gosh and Dhar 1927, Choudhury 1928, Dhar 1925, Reid and Burton 1928, Freundlich and Loehmann 1922, Lal and Ganguly 1930) but none of these appear in the reference list; these need corresponding citations or should be rephrased as general statements without specific attribution

· Numerous equations throughout the text (Brownian-movement particle-counting relation, Langmuir/Freundlich/BET/Gibbs isotherm equations, zeta-potential equation, rate equations in the catalysis section) appear as blank or missing in the supplied manuscript; these must be verified as present and correctly typeset before this chapter can be properly evaluated or published


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

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

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No
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