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For several reasons, this paper reads as a good start for a research proposal. Although 

I believe the authors might be on their way to adding to current state-of-the-art on 

adorption of Cd, this papers just does not show that.  

The introduction is more a set of anecdotes, than a scientific introduction setting the 

state-of-the-art. It seems like the authors randomly picked some studies addressing 

clay adsorption capacities for a set of dissolved constituents, without any clear 

rationale why? First kaolinite is mentioned as a good adsorbent, it doesn’t appear 

anymore beyond, and the goal is quite unambitious and doesn’t seem to go beyond 

the situated, though rather short and random, state-of-the-art. 

I started listing grammatical errors, but I have stopped because there are quite a lot 

of wrongly formulated sentences. Especially verb errors are common. This document 

needs some thorough linguistic editing. 

In the materials, it remains very unclear what the clay material consists of, only clay 

from Cameroon is mentioned. In the abstract, a formula is given for a kaolinite type 

material, but this is nowhere to be found in materials. This means replication is quite 

difficult. There are no references for the clay treatment performed. Large unclarities 

remain, such as listing several washings, but not indicating why anf how… In general, 

there are no references in the methods and it is impossible to situate them in current 

state-of-the-art. It appears as if a clay sample was randomly chosen, and later 
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analysed for its composition. This confirms the setup is not well-suited to advance 

beyond current knowledge on clay adsorption and absorption capacity. 

A  large part of results and discussion then just describes standard clay analysis, to 

identify which clay was used, although it is not entirely clear in the end. The 

conclusions are that concentration of the target species and contact time are 

important in determining adsorption, but this is hardly a new result. 

At its current stage, I therefore think this paper is unacceptable for publication. 
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