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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 

 

However it can be clearly seen, how wide and interesting 
work the authors done, the article should be improved before 
publication. Some suggestions are listed below. 
 
It is suggested to check and unify the references; the marking 
should be the same in the whole text. 
 
Materials and methods section: 
All methods advantages/applicability are well described, but 
poor information about the set parameters is given, it would 
be worth to detail how that methods were applied 
(equipment’s settings, equipment’s type, factory and so on). 
For example the reader can only suppose, that the 
rheological measurements were maybe performed by an old 
type of rotational viscometer, as several parameters were 
calculated, which nowadays can be determined by the 
rheometers software. 
Shale rolling test should be described detailed in methods 
section to make the measurement clear even for non-
specialists. 
It would be also interesting, how/by which method the 
authors determined the adsorption isotherms data, and from 
time to time it would be nice to see the applied method’s 
name again in the article, as after some pages it is sometimes 
not clear which method is it written about; or at least authors 
could refer to section 2.1. (An exception is XRF 
measurement, which is quite well described.)  
 
Results and discussion section: 
However, the applied units are well known, they should be 
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given in SI, for example, Yield point, Plastic viscosity...and 
so on. Data given in the text should not be tabulated and vice 
versa. For example. Table 3, 4 
 
How can be the data of Table 2 given as integers?  
 
Fig.4 and 5 needs further explanation, which sample’s data 
do they show? 
 
The single sample’s rheograms (before and after dispersion 
test) plotted together would give important information 
about the rheological type of the samples, it is suggested to 
plot like this. 
 
It is also suggested to check how the single ion (Na+, K+, 
Ca2+) contents and the TOC value changes correlate with 
each other regarding as former investigation have found that 
in case of clay and soil suspensions there is an optimal Ca2+ 
content: TOC ratio, which effects the strongest structure. 
 
In the sentence in row 324: „The results show that the 
dispersed solids in the fluids were large.” are the authors 
thinking on the particle size? 
 
It would be nice to see a deeper conclusion, for example the 
results of tables 14 and 15 could be involved into this 
section. 

Minor REVISION comments   

Optional/General comments   
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