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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 issue of lead toxicity is series, and any relevant work on this area is acknowledged. The background and the method used are good. But the data point used for the optimization are very limited to three data point, because of this sometime it is difficult to accept the result as an optimization result. Plus, it is good if XRD analysis is conducted to know the materials obtained from calcination is calcium oxide or not. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the work is good. But, remove the word sustainable from the title
	

	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 clear if they do the following to make it strong:  1) the statement; “The effects of key precipitation parameters were systematically investigated.”  Dose not give sense, here it is better to add those precipitation parameters in the statement before closing.  2) The optimal conditions were identified as initial pH 9, stirring speed of 500 rpm, contact time of 15 min, and CaO dosage of 500 mg, achieving removal efficiencies of 63.19%, 61.42%, 57.78%, and 90%, respectively, is not clear for me. How can we get four different results at optimized condition, the issue Pd(II) results in the presence of Fe(III) is not convincing, the issue of the cost is also not know (low cost or high cost: no experimental result is obtained. Hence, revision is needed for the abstract.  


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The protocol used, the background and the parameters mentioned for optimization are good. But, the data point used for the optimization are very limited to three, because of this sometime it is difficult it accept the result as an optimization result. Plus, it is good if XRD analysis is conducted to know the materials obtained from calcination is CaO or not
	

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

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


	Good 
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