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PART  1: Review Comments 

 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 
should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 1-  The  adsorbent  characterization  is  completely 

insufficient for the actual standards. SEM, FTIR, BET and 

point of zero charge were not provided. In this way it is 

not possible to prove the adsorbent characteristics. 

2-Some of the models used are originally non linear, but, 

the authors linearized, prejudicing the parameters 

estimation and the fit quality. 
3- Only R2 is not sufficient to verify the fit quality. at least 

one error analysis is necessary. 

4- R2 is coefficient of DETERMINATION. 

5-The application and statements about the intraparticle 

diffusion model are completely wrong. Specific literature 

should be verified. 

6-The present work is not about "biosorption". Is 

adsorption. The concept is confuse in this work. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 7- The references are old and some are inadequate. 

8- The English is poor. 

9-In some cases, the words optimal and optimum were 

used, but any optimization technique was employed in 

the work. 

10-The introduction section is long, tiring and with 

repetitive information. 

11-it should be clear along the manuscript, that the 

adsorbent was MCB and not Shea Butter Seed Husk. 
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Optional/General comments  The  work  has  an  interesting  idea.  However  there  are 

several  errors  in  the  adsorption  field,  which 

impossibilities its publication in the current form. 
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