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PART  2: 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 

 

 

Introduction must be thoroughly improved to highlight 

scientific issue behind the problems tackled by the 

author. There is no mention of different ttpes of sorbents, 

modification of sorbents and the nature of sorbate. 

Literatures cited are not up-to-date, mostly from 2008 or 

before. Only one from 2009 and even that is from the text 

book. 

 

The objectives are not clearly specified. 

 

The methodology did not seem to follow any particular 

standards eg ASTM standards. 

 

The results and discussion should be made more 

organized and divided into subsection and each should 

be discussed in great depth eg 1) Oil sorption capacity; 2) 

Retention, stability and recovery; 3) Re-usability; 4) 

Effects of modification eg different chemical treatment, 

lower particle sizes etc . 

 

The Tables should all be turned into bar graph and 

results confined to highlighting those at 325um at 120 

mins only. Comparison between different sorbates and 

carbonized and uncarbonized can be made in one graph. 

Others can be discussed as results not shown. 

Any micrographs or structural analyses will be added 

bonus to strengthen scientific content and discussion. 
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There are some concerns with regards to results 

presentation and interpretation : 

- Why is % of absorption and recovery morethan 

100%? It seems that for 500% absorption (Table 

1a), out of 100mg of sorbate in the field, 600 mg 

will be sorbed. 

- At 150oC keratin amino starts to hydrolyze and 

decompose. This should be clearly explained in 

the sense that what change was observed at 

300oC and how much amount % of sample 

turned into char. 

- Activation of char with 1M H2SO4 at 500oC 

opened up the structure by hydrolysis and this is 

better quantified 

- Modification should be at least verified with 

instrumental techniques. The structural and 

chemical aspects were not tested scientifically, 

making the work more of theoretical assumption  

 

 

The title should be made more scientific and with some 

specifics. 
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Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

To be accepted for publication, the manuscript requires 

major revision 
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