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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 abstract needs to be reformulated to include the most important results obtained 
and the impact of this on the comparison between the efficiency and performance of 
each of adsorbents used in this study.  
2.the aim of the study is to complete a previous study, so you need to mention the most 
important results of the previous study and compare them with the results of the current 
study in terms of conclusion. 
3. The dried rice husk and saw dust were carbonized in a muffle furnace need more 
clarification and was inert gas used?. 
4.The images in Figures 1,2,3 are extracted from previous study (Onoh et al. 2019). The 
prepared adsorbents in current study must be characterized using Scanning electron 
microscopy (SEM), 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Response for number 1: Thank you very much for the observation. It 
has been addressed in the revised manuscript. 
 

Response for number 2: Thank you very much for the observation: 
however, the aim of this research is to compare the performance of the 
carbonized-cum-esterified rice husk and saw dust adsorbents for the 
adsorption of crude oil from surface water. The previous study 
meanwhile, reported different results; the kinetic, Isotherm and 
Thermodynamic findings. However, a little discussion with the previous 
study has been addressed in the revised manuscript too. 
 
Response for number 3: The saw dust and Rice husk carbonization 
process was off course, done in an inert environment. If not, the 
presence of oxygen will cause contamination of the product and 
corrosion of the reactor by scaling and chocking of the process line. 
Number 4: As stated in the abstract, it was characterised using SEM. 
Also, this study is to complete a previous study done by the same 
author, thanks. 

 
Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 
1.it is important to determine the size and area of the pores for the prepared adsorbent 
materials and to examine the effect of the preparation process on them.  
2. Modification of the carbonized samples by base and comparison with Modification by acid. 
3.The results and discussion should include a discussion of the materials used in preparing the 
samples, the reasons for their use, and an explanation of the mechanism of their work  
 
 

 
1)The adsorbent surface area and pore characteristics and elemental a
nalysis were observed under adsorbent characterization. 
2) The aim of this report is not to compare different means of 
carbonization but, to compare two different absorbents (Saw dust and 
Rice husk) thanks. 
3) Discussion on the materials used  was presented in introduction and 
materials and method sections, thanks. 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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

 
 
 

 
 
 


