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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.
	The manuscript describes an interesting approach for the valorization of Phoenix sylvestris seed waste by preparing a starch based adsorbent for heavy-metal removal. There is some potential value on the sustainability side of the work. However, before the manuscript can be properly evaluated, a number of important methodological and interpretative issues need to be addressed.

	



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 study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	




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.

	NO, The title is a bit lengthy and the phrase ‘A Novel Remedy’ is a little bit promotional. A shorter scientific title can be “Microwave-Assisted Synthesis and Characterization of Phoenix sylvestris Seed Starch-Based Resin for Heavy-Metal Adsorption.” Whilst stating the novelty of the research in the manuscript.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	The abstract section can be improved by providing analytical information of the operating parameters used in the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	· Possible precipitation of metal hydroxides calls for careful re-examination of interpretation of pH dependent removal.

Maximum adsorption is observed at about pH 7, and the decrease at higher pH is attributed in part to metal hydroxide formation. However, depending on the metal concentration and solution chemistry, precipitation/hydrolysis of some of the studied divalent metals may already contribute substantially to the apparent removal under near neutral conditions.

Therefore, a reduction in the concentration of dissolved metal is not exclusively attributed to the adsorption by PSSSAA.

Authors should include proper blank/control experiments with each metal ion under identical pH and buffer conditions in the absence of adsorbent. Such controls are necessary to differentiate true adsorption from precipitation or other solution phase removal mechanisms. Hence, the discussion of the “optimum pH” should be revisited.

· “Phoenix sylvestris seed starch” is mentioned in the manuscript. In the Materials section “date palm seed powder” is mentioned and the procedure to synthesize starts with date palm seed powder. Whether starch was isolated and purified from the seeds prior to modification or whole seed powder was used is not clear.

· The batch sorption lacks some important parameters such as initial concentration used, total final volume, sorbent dosage, agitation speed, exact buffer concentrations, equilibrium concentrations, analytical wavelength used and pH data whether they were measured before or after adsorption.

· Adsorption capacity should also be reported.

· The adsorption study is a bit limited considering a novel adsorbent is being utilized. Further experimental studies should be carried out to validate the field of study such as optimum conditions of operating parameters, sorption equilibrium involving isotherms and kinetics.

· Limitation of the study should be addressed thoroughly as the authors claimed not using some important parameters such as contact time and temperature.

· The authors claimed an increased surface area without experimental determination. The SEM images are insufficient for proving surface area determination. I would suggest quantitative measurements such as BET/N2 adsorption be performed.

· Comparison with previously reported sorbents would enrich the article. A comparison table can be included stating the important operating parameter and under optimum conditions.
	

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

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

	YES
	

	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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