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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	yes
	

	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.


	No , needed modification 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes I have suggestions :
1- Water Air Soil Pollut (2024) 235:31 https://doi.org/10.1007/s11270-023-06839-y
2- https://doi.org/10.1080/00222348.2023.2266278
	

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


	Yes its good 
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Contribution: The manuscript presents an interesting combination of tributyl phosphate (TBP) and iron sulfate for the staged absorption of nitrous gases. However, it doesn’t quite emphasize how this approach stands out from existing industrial methods like alkaline absorption and catalytic oxidation. The authors need to clarify how their technique improves upon the earlier patents and technologies they reference. 
2. 2. Clarity of Writing: The writing in the manuscript tends to be a bit dense, with long sentences that can make it hard to follow. Additionally, there are moments where the transitions between experimental results and the literature background could be clearer. A more streamlined structure would definitely enhance readability. 
3. 3. Methodological Details: While the experimental setup is mentioned, it lacks crucial details such as gas flow rates, reactor dimensions, residence time, pH control, reproducibility, and error analysis. Without this information, it would be challenging for others to replicate the study. 
4. 4. Data Presentation: - Tables 1 and 2 provide valuable absorption and regeneration data, but they miss out on including standard deviations or error margins. - The figures, particularly the IR spectra, are referenced but not adequately labeled with peak assignments and sample identifiers. 
5. 5. Environmental and Safety Aspects: The production of sodium nitrite involves toxic gases like NO and NO₂. It’s important to discuss the safety considerations and how to handle the environmental impact of byproducts, such as sodium nitrate and residual iron salts. 6. English Language and Style: There are several grammatical errors and awkward phrases throughout the text. For instance, “iron sulfur oxide” should be corrected to “iron sulfate.” A thorough proofreading is definitely needed to polish the writing.

1. In what ways does your approach stand out from the Russian and Chinese patents (like RU 2174096, CN 102491376 B, etc.) that you referenced? 
2. Process Efficiency: How does the energy balance of your method stack up against traditional NaNO₂ production methods, such as soda/NaOH absorption? 
3. Selectivity: You mention achieving a NaNO₂ purity of 99.2%. How reliable is this purity across different batches? What are the primary sources of NaNO₃ impurities? 
4. Scale-Up Potential: Have you thought about conducting pilot-scale experiments? What challenges do you foresee in scaling up this stepwise absorption process? 
5. Kinetics: What is the rate-limiting step in your staged absorption? Is it the diffusion of gases into TBP/FeSO₄ solutions, or is it a chemical reaction? 
6. Reusability: You indicate that FeSO₄ and TBP can be regenerated. How many absorption-regeneration cycles can you perform before you start to see a decline in performance? 
7. Comparison with Industrial Needs: Given that NaNO₂ is widely used in the food and chemical industries, how does the quality and cost of your product compare to commercially available sodium nitrite? 
8. Safety Considerations: Handling NO and NO₂ at both lab and industrial scales carries significant risks. How did you ensure safety during your experiments, and how would those measures apply in an industrial setting? 
9. Environmental Impact: What happens to the residual waste streams (like nitrates and spent Fe solutions)? Is there a way to recycle or valorize them? 10. Analytical Validation: The Kjeldahl method isn't typically used for NOx quantification. Why did you choose it, and how did you validate its accuracy against more standard methods like chemiluminescence or spectrophotometry?
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