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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 manuscript addresses the critical intersection of advanced materials science and environmental safety by evaluating Porous Organic Polymers (POPs). It provides a valuable contribution to the scientific community by moving beyond the functional benefits of these materials to critically examine their toxicological concerns and long-term environmental fate. The integration of sustainable synthesis strategies and regulatory framework proposals offers a proactive roadmap for the responsible development of next-generation materials. This balanced approach is essential for ensuring that the industrial and environmental benefits of POPs do not come at the cost of ecological health.
	


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
	5/5
The title is clear, descriptive, and accurately reflects the scope of the paper, covering applications, toxicological concerns, and sustainable perspectives.
	

	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
	4/5
The abstract effectively summarizes the features, applications, and core concerns, though it could benefit from more specific data on the "improved models" mentioned for future research.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5/5
The selected keywords: Porous Organic Polymers, Environmental Remediation, and Sustainable Synthesis are appropriate and will enhance the paper's discoverability.
	

	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
	4/5

The background is well-organized, transitioning logically from the properties of POPs to their broad industrial applications.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5/5
The objectives are explicitly stated in the introduction, it focus on the urgent need to understand environmental behaviour and develop sustainable synthesis methods.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5/5
The review is highly relevant, it focus on current challenges like bioaccumulation and catalytic efficiency.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5/5
The references cited are recent, it includes several sources from 2022 and 2024, ensuring the research reflects current scientific developments.
	

	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
	2/5
 The paper does not explicitly detail the specific literature search methodology e.g., databases used, search terms as requested by the form.
	

	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
	4/5 
The paper performs a strong critical analysis of the trade-off between the chemical stability of POPs and their resistance to environmental degradation.


	

	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
	       5/5 
The "Future Perspective" section clearly identifies the need for research into long-term molecular repercussions and human microbiome interactions.


	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       5/5
The conclusions follow logically from the discussed data, emphasizing that sustainable development requires a combination of green chemistry and AI-driven predictions.


	

	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
	      3/5

The limitations of current research are discussed (e.g., underexplored toxicological implications), but the limitations of this specific review could be more explicitly stated.
	

	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
	     5/5
The references are from high-quality, peer-reviewed sources such as Nature Materials, Chemical Society Reviews, and Environmental Pollution.
	

	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
	
	


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
While comprehensive, the abstract could be further strengthened by adding one or two specific examples of "improved models" or specific biodegradable alternatives that are discussed in the main text. This would provide a more concrete preview of the "Future Study" section mentioned in the final sentence.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	       YES
Minor Suggestion for Improvement: While the science is sound, the manuscript could be improved by including a table that compares the degradation rates of different POP subclasses under various environmental conditions e.g., pH, UV exposure. This would provide empirical support for the "Toxicological Concerns" section and offer a clearer comparison of the "biodegradable alternatives" mentioned in the abstract.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	      YES
Minor Suggestion for Improvement: While the references are excellent, the authors should further enhance the "Sustainable Perspective" section by including one or two recent citations (2023–2024) specifically focusing on Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) of Porous Organic Polymers. This would provide more quantitative weight to the arguments regarding the environmental footprint of their industrial-scale production.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	    NO
The manuscript is a comprehensive review of existing literature and does not involve primary research on human subjects, live animals, or sensitive clinical data. Therefore, it does not require Institutional Review Board (IRB) or Ethics Committee approval.

The authors have maintained scientific integrity by:

· Proper Attribution: Appropriately citing previous works and maintaining a clear distinction between established findings and their own critical analysis.

· Environmental Responsibility: The paper itself advocates for ethical scientific practices by highlighting the toxicological risks of new materials and promoting sustainable "green chemistry" synthesis methods.

· Data Integrity: There is no evidence of data manipulation or plagiarism in the presentation of the review findings.
	


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



	
	Author’s Feedback

	The paper is scientifically sound and well-written. The authors should include a brief paragraph in the introduction or a dedicated section detailing their literature search methodology (Part 2.1, Point 8).
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