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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 is an eye-opener to the adsorption properties of defective and non-defective UiO-66 metal-organic frameworks in cleaning phenol, and it assists in the interpretation of their efficacy in the wastewater treatment process.
	

	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.


	The abstract is in most cases very detailed yet the major findings including the thermodynamic parameters and practical implications are not brought out clearly, which would help the reader feel better about the meaning of the abstract.
	

	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.
	Needs to add some recent references like: 10.52711/2231-5713.2025.00048 , https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-978363-2_12
	

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


	yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	This paper is a comprehensive study of UiO-66 systems, and it provides important results regarding the adsorption of phenol. Statistics would be better presented and discussed in a clear way so that more people can read the article.
Total presentation is high, but it could be improved in terms of quality of figures and uniformity in formatting. It is possible to clean up complicated terms and improve description of methods that are used to make it more readable and comprehensible to a wide audience.
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