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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.


	The remarkably high sorption capacity of the modified or functionalized adapted pods is more than double that of the raw pristine pods highlights their potential as a sustainable, high-performance adsorbent for oil spill cleanup and industrial wastewater treatment.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, but can be better: 

Adsorptive Removal of Oils from oil spillage: Kinetic and isotherm studies using raw and chemically modified Pentaclethra macrophylla seed pods

	

	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 inadequate, the use of “is the abstract adequate,”, the choice of words like to our knowledge, this is the first report.
· Includes R² for isotherms
· Include the specific peaks (C-H, -OH, CH3, CH2, C-H stretching)
· Explicit mechanistic insight physisorption/chemisorption and other possible interactions such as Freundlich model (R² > 0.98) for raw pods, suggesting multilayer adsorption on heterogeneous surfaces, while, Langmuir model (R² > 0.99) for modified pods, confirming monolayer coverage on uniform active sites.

· The impact is too limited, it could be broader, including circular economy alignment (both industrial effluents and oil spills)

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the evidence presented including the FT-IR spectra is not sufficient claim determining the structure (structural and morphological characteristics) and elemental composition of the modified Pentaclethra macrophylla seed pods adsorbent. SEM, XRD, TEM, EDX
The presence of iron oxide in the FT-IR also means impurities evidently reflecting the sample preparation process

The manuscript is well-structured and coherent, but there is need for grammatical correctness, and slight improvement on flow and arrangement style
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are adequate 
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript requires significant revisions. The methodology doesn’t  meet established quality benchmarks, particularly given that the referenced studies cited by the authors demonstrate more rigorous practices. While the use of modified Pentaclethra macrophylla seed pods introduces a novel concept, the preparation protocol is inadequately described and raises ethical concerns. Furthermore, the characterization methods lack the robustness required to validate the claims, especially in adhering to critical analytical guidelines such as ICH Q2(R2) (2023), SANTE/11813/2017, and ICH/2005/Q2/R1. These foundational issues are essential and needed to be addressed before reconsideration for publication.
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	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? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
Yes, despite the fact that the experimental procedures were conducted in accordance with environmental and laboratory safety guidelines. The materials used were sourced sustainably, and no human or animal subjects were involved in this study. The use of acetic anhydride raises several ethical concerns related to human health, human handling this chemical can face risks of severe burns, respiratory damage, and chronic exposure effects (e.g., asthma).

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	NO
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	Possibly not checked
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	7
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