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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	This study presents a systematic optimization of activated carbon preparation from palm kernel shells using Response Surface Methodology with a Box-Behnken design, providing valuable insights into the combined effects of thermal and chemical treatment parameters on adsorbent properties. The investigation addresses a critical knowledge gap regarding the simultaneous interaction effects of multiple preparation variables (calcination temperature and time, NaOH concentration, and impregnation duration) on the iodine adsorption capacity of the final product. By demonstrating that simple linear parameter optimization is inadequate and that synergistic interactions between factors significantly influence outcomes, this work establishes a more efficient framework for activated carbon production from agricultural waste. The findings are particularly relevant for sustainability initiatives in developing countries where palm kernel shells represent abundant biomass feedstock, and optimized production processes can enhance economic value of agricultural residues while meeting industrial adsorbent quality requirements.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The literature review is generally relevant and appropriately integrated throughout the manuscript. References span from foundational work (Şahin & Saka, 2013; Tiewari, 1992) to recent publications (Owusu et al., 2024). The authors effectively establish context regarding activated carbon production, justify RSM application, and cite relevant studies on palm kernel shell utilization. However: (1) some citations could be more recent (multiple from 2013-2017); (2) the review could include more recent (2023-2024) systematic analyses of RSM applications in biomass processing; (3) additional citations on industrial applications of activated carbon would strengthen the practical context.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5



	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	5
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
While the authors appropriately acknowledge in the results section that "the iodine number should be regarded as an indirect indicator of microporosity and not as a direct measure of specific surface area" and recommend additional characterization by N₂ adsorption–desorption, a formal "Study Limitations" section is absent. Important limitations that could be explicitly addressed include: (1) iodine number represents only indirect assessment; (2) single replication of experiments (no replication variance reported); (3) limited range of variables studied; (4) no assessment of kinetic properties or adsorption isotherms; (5) no practical testing of the optimized material in real contamination scenarios. A dedicated limitations section would strengthen transparency and guide future research.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The reference list (24 citations) addresses the study's scope adequately. References are generally relevant, spanning methodological standards, foundational research, and recent applications. However: (1) some recent literature (2023-2024) on RSM applications could be included; (2) additional citations regarding industrial applications or comparative performance of activated carbons would strengthen practical context; (3) more recent reviews on biomass-based adsorbents would enhance comprehensiveness; (4) citations appear appropriately formatted with DOI information where available. The number of references is reasonable for this type of optimization study.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES, with minor observations
Model validation: While the authors report R² = 0.9868, indicating excellent model fit, the "Lack of Fit" test (Table 5) shows p = 0.0005, suggesting the model may not capture all underlying complexity. This should be more explicitly discussed.

Negative variance estimate: The negative estimate for leafless period variance in the teak study is appropriately addressed, but similar considerations may apply here if environmental variability was not controlled.

Iodine number interpretation: The authors correctly acknowledge that iodine number is an indirect indicator. The recommendation for N₂ adsorption characterization is appropriate but could emphasize urgency more strongly.

Single best condition: The authors tested one "best" condition (400°C, 3h, 2.25 mol/L NaOH, 24h) and achieved 1891.25 mg/g. However, the model suggests this may be a local rather than global optimum. Discussion of the optimization surface topology would be valuable.

Replication reporting: The manuscript does not explicitly state whether experiments were replicated or performed in single runs. This should be clarified in methods.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES, with minor observations
For improvement include:

Include more recent (2023-2024) literature on RSM applications in materials science.

Add references to industrial activated carbon specifications and standards.

Include recent comparative studies of different biomass precursors.

Consider citations to life-cycle assessment studies of biomass-based activated carbons
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO
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