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	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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.


	As this manuscript shows, an iron-bridged, sodium-treated smectitic clay from Katiola displays a significantly superior arsenic removal performance (up to 91.75%) than that of the unbridged material, and displays a strong performance in the presence of competing Pb and Cd ions. It synthesizes XPS surface-chemistry evidence for Fe3+ intercalation with adsorption isotherm modeling (Langmuir for KAT-Na and Freundlich for KAT-Na-Fex(OH)y), elucidating mechanistic differences in site homogeneity and capacity that inform the rational design of low-cost adsorbents. This development, with local clay and an easy modification protocol, demonstrates the possibilities for a scalable and resource-appropriate approach for enhancing water treatment systems in areas burdened by trace metal pollution. It makes the findings directly actionable for environmental engineering practice and future studies of material optimization with quantitative gains in Qmax, removal efficiency, and robustness of polymetallic matrices.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, The current title seems adequate because it reflects the comparative design, the target contaminant (arsenic), the co-occurring competitors (Pb and Cd), and the engineered adsorbent (sodium-treated, iron-bridged clay) studied in the manuscript. It is consistent with the objectives, methods, and major findings presented, including the head-to-head evaluation of KAT-Na versus KAT-Na-Fex(OH)y for arsenic removal in aqueous polymetallic solutions.
	

	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.


	All in all, the abstract is decent, almost full of information, specifying the purpose, materials, approach, and main performance results with isotherm interpretation; but it can be improved by including the basic experimental conditions, explicit capacity data, a line highlighting the concise novelty/significance and by a mechanistic takeaway from XPS that improves the comprehension for readers and indexers. Small language and consistency modifications (e.g., swapping “closed reactors” for “batch adsorption,” aligning the initial concentration range with the reported data, and quantifying the robustness in the presence of Pb and Cd) would improve precision and readability even further.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound in the main: synthesis route, XPS evidence for increased Fe content and higher Fe3+ contribution after bridging, adsorption/isotherm results cohesively support the conclusion that iron-bridging enhances the arsenic uptake in polymetallic solutions at pH 7. In that sense, they would call for a few careful corrections and clarifications (for example, recalculation of the removal percentages for KAT-Na, some small abstract inconsistencies, equilibrium/controls documentation), in order to confirm full numerical consistency and methodological adequacy.
	

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

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


	yes
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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