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	Author’s Feedback (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 manuscript presents a systematic and comprehensive investigation into the solvent extraction of Pb(II) using two widely applied extractants, Aliquat 336 and TOPO, under chloride-rich conditions. The work contributes valuable insights into extraction kinetics, speciation behavior, complex stoichiometry, thermodynamics, and salting effects, which are highly relevant to hydrometallurgy and wastewater treatment. The comparative evaluation of extractants, combined with mechanistic understanding supported by FTIR and slope analysis, enhances the fundamental understanding of lead separation processes. Overall, the study provides practical and scientifically sound data that can aid in the design and optimization of lead recovery and remediation systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Comparative study of lead extraction using Aliquat 336 and TOPO”, is generally appropriate and reflects the core objective of the study. However, it could be improved by highlighting the mechanistic and thermodynamic aspects addressed in the manuscript.
	

	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 informative and data-rich, clearly summarizing the experimental approach, major findings, and key conclusions. However, it is somewhat dense and may benefit from improved clarity and structure.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and technically rigorous. The experimental design is appropriate, and the methodology is described in sufficient detail to allow reproducibility. The interpretations related to extraction mechanisms, speciation, stoichiometry, and thermodynamic behavior are well supported by experimental data and relevant literature. The conclusions drawn are consistent with the results presented. Minor issues related to equation formatting and symbol consistency should be corrected.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is adequate, relevant, and up to date, with several citations from 2022–2025. The authors have cited authoritative journals and recent reviews, which strengthens the manuscript’s scientific grounding.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is understandable and logically structured. However, minor grammatical errors, inconsistent tense usage, and occasional awkward phrasing are present.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The manuscript reports extraction efficiencies under several experimental conditions. However, critical parameters such as phase disengagement time, number of experimental replicates, and error analysis are not discussed. How was experimental reproducibility ensured, and were standard deviations or uncertainty analyses performed for the reported extraction percentages?

2. Lead speciation is inferred using E–pH diagrams, slope analysis, and FTIR results. Could the authors clarify whether thermodynamic modeling software (e.g., Visual MINTEQ or MEDUSA) was used for speciation diagrams, and how uncertainties in chloride concentration and pH measurements may influence the proposed extracted species and stoichiometry?

3. The extractant concentration range (10⁻¹–10⁻⁴ M) was selected for slope analysis. What was the rationale for choosing this specific range, and how was third-phase formation or extractant saturation avoided, especially at higher TOPO and Aliquat 336 concentrations?

4. The manuscript attributes enhanced extraction in the presence of salts to a salting-in effect related to the Hofmeister series. However, some observed trends do not strictly follow classical Hofmeister ordering. Can the authors provide a more quantitative discussion (e.g., activity coefficients or ionic strength calculations) to support this interpretation?

5. The study primarily uses synthetic solutions under controlled laboratory conditions. How do the authors anticipate matrix effects (e.g., competing ions, organic matter, variable chloride levels) in real industrial effluents or mining wastewater to affect extraction selectivity, efficiency, and stripping performance?
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