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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.
	is important because it addresses both the promise and the risks of a rapidly emerging class of advanced materials known as porous organic polymers (POPs)
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. 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
	3
	


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.
	The literature is not in-depth 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Though is sufficient and recent the author don’t know how to cite intext references. He only cite and the end of a long paragraph.  The entire introduction there is no references. He started citing references of the sub section titled large surface area and give references as [16-17] where is 1-15?
The author should cite in-text references in the entire work as appropraite


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO
	


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	1) Cite in-text references correctly and as appropriate, don’t pack all the references an cite at one place at the end of the sub-section

2) Number  table correctly in the body of the article. The tables should be numbered : 1.2.3 . Remove Table 10.1, 10,2 and number them as appropriate.

3) Your discussion in each sub-topic is too shadow, do more literature and empirical  review.

4) On this sub-topic Importance in Industrial and Environmental Applications you stated the disavantages and challenges , hence, modifry the sub-topic
5)   Under degradation and mechanism of degradation of POPs chemical equation should  be added .  

6) Under application the author should state example of POP that is application in each area. In the entire work the author has not mention any example of POP. E,g 

bio- based -   Lignin-based porous polymers 

                    Chitosan-derived porous networks 

        Cyclodextrin-based porous polymers
Cross linked e.g :  Polystyrene-based hypercrosslinked resins (e.g., Davankov resins) ,  Poly(divinylbenzene) (PDVB) HCPs, Chloromethylated benzene-derived HCPs
 Etc etc.

7) How is POP prepared? , include that with chemical equations

8) The author has mention some environmental applications , though no empirical review, but  there is no biomedical application and indepth health risk

The author should include empirical review where appropriate , citing some previous work on some sub-topics.  
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