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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.
	This manuscript explores the conversion of Phoenix sylvestris seed waste into a starch-based adsorbent for removing Cd(II), Pb(II), Ni(II), and Zn(II) from water. The subject is relevant to sustainable materials, agricultural-waste valorization, and the development of affordable water-treatment methods. Combining microwave-assisted synthesis with physicochemical characterization may be useful to researchers developing biopolymer adsorbents. The reported removal efficiencies are encouraging, especially for Cd(II) and Pb(II), although stronger experimental reporting and validation are needed before the practical claims can be fully supported.
	



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
	4
	

	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
	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2 - The methodology should provide sufficient information for the study to be reproduced. The authors should explain the starch-extraction process, report reagent quantities and specifications, clarify the reported product yield, and provide the microwave operating conditions. The adsorption procedure should also include the initial metal concentrations, final solution volume, UV–Visible measurement conditions, calculation equations, experimental replicates, statistical analysis, and suitable controls for possible metal precipitation.
	

	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
	N/A
	

	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


	3
	

	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
	2 - The limitations section should be expanded beyond the effects of contact time and temperature. The authors should acknowledge the use of standard aqueous solutions rather than real wastewater, the absence of competing ions, limited adsorption conditions, lack of kinetic and isotherm studies, absence of regeneration and reuse experiments, and the need for further evaluation of the resin’s stability.
	

	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
	3
	

	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 - The manuscript requires careful English-language editing to correct grammatical errors, awkward sentence structures, incorrect word choices, inconsistent terminology, and punctuation problems. The authors should also correct typographical errors, standardize scientific units and chemical notation, and remove all occurrences of “Error: Reference source not found.
	




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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	NO, not fully. The abstract presents the aim, characterization methods, investigated pH range, and principal removal percentages. However, it should also state the initial metal concentrations, adsorbent dose, equilibrium time, number of experimental replicates, measurement variability, and the units or calculation basis of the distribution coefficient.
The abstract should also avoid implying that the resin has been demonstrated to treat real wastewater because the experiments were conducted using standard aqueous solutions.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO, its scientific reliability is not yet sufficiently demonstrated in the present version, although the identified problems appear repairable.
The following points should be addressed:
1. The authors should explain how starch was extracted from the Phoenix sylvestris seeds and how its identity or purity was confirmed. Reporting seed powder as “0.2 mol” is not sufficiently reproducible because seed powder is a heterogeneous material. The authors should provide the actual mass used and explain the basis of the molar calculation. The reported product yield of 232.6 g should also be verified and reconciled with the starting quantities. 
2. Exact reagent names, grades, purities, manufacturers, and quantities should be reported. The authors should clarify whether “epoxy chloropropane” refers to epichlorohydrin. The microwave model, frequency, power, temperature control, and irradiation cycles should also be provided. 
3. The green-chemistry claim should be moderated or properly justified because the synthesis uses dioxane, methanol, concentrated sodium hydroxide, hydrochloric acid, and an epoxide reagent. The authors may discuss both the environmental benefits and the chemical hazards associated with the procedure. 
4. The adsorption method requires more information. The authors should report the initial concentration of each metal ion, final solution volume, preparation of standard solutions, UV–Visible analytical wavelengths, colour-forming reagents where applicable, calibration equations, correlation coefficients, and detection limits. 
5. The equations and units used to calculate the distribution coefficient and percentage removal should be presented clearly. Numerical results should also be provided in tables instead of relying mainly on graphs. 
6. The number of experimental replicates should be stated. Results should include standard deviations or other measures of variability, error bars, and an appropriate statistical analysis. 
7. Reagent blanks and no-adsorbent controls should be included to distinguish actual adsorption from metal-hydroxide precipitation, particularly around pH 7–8. A native-starch control would also help demonstrate the benefit of chemical modification. 
8. The evidence supporting the chemical modification should be strengthened. FTIR and proton NMR interpretations should be reported carefully, with the NMR solvent, sample preparation, instrument frequency, and relevant spectral assignments clearly stated. 
9. Claims concerning improved mechanical stability, repeated use, superior performance, broad-pH stability, scalability, and suitability for real-effluent treatment should be removed or moderated unless these properties are directly evaluated. 
10. The limitations section should be expanded to include the use of synthetic solutions, absence of competing ions, lack of real-wastewater testing, limited adsorption conditions, absence of regeneration experiments, and lack of adsorption kinetics and isotherm modelling.

	

	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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Seyi Rachel Dada, Tallinn University of Technology, Estonia
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