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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript is highly valuable to the scientific community as it demonstrates the effective use of Cameroonian bauxite, a low-cost and readily available material, for the efficient removal of heavy metals (Cu (II), Co (II), and Ni (II)) from wastewater. The detailed investigation of key parameters (particles size, pH, temperature, agitation speed and initial concentration of adsorbate ) and the adsorption mechanisms (physical sorption, endothermic/exothermic processes) provides critical insights for optimizing heavy metal remediation strategies. Additionally, the study highlights the potential of bauxite as a sustainable alternative to expensive adsorbents, contributing to cost-effective and eco-friendly wastewater treatment solutions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is clear and technically sound, but it could be slightly refined to better emphasize the study's key findings—such as the thermodynamic aspects and the influence of key parameters.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.
	The abstract is concise and accurately summarizes the essential information. Abstract should be ‎rewritten to summarize the work; the abstract should briefly state the purpose of the ‎research, the principal results, and major conclusions. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The subsections and structure of the manuscript appear to be appropriate for a scientific study. Here are some observations regarding the organization for Improvement:

- Ensure that all subsections have clear and descriptive titles to enhance readability.

- Incorporate more figures or tables in the results section to visually represent data, making it easier for readers to grasp key findings.

- Consider adding a subsection in the discussion or conclusion that outlines potential future research directions based on the findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in this manuscript may not be sufficient to fully support the claims and findings presented. The overall number of references seems restricted, potentially limiting the scope of the literature review and the research context, there are a few points to consider:

- Incorporating a broader range of studies, particularly recent publications from the recent years.

- Including references from various sources, such as journals, books

- Adding references that specifically address to strengthen the discussion on adsorption mechanisms, comparative materials, and environmental applications.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	There are many grammar problems in this manuscript. I would also recommend that the authors pay particular attention to improving the grammar in their manuscript by cooperated with native English language professional.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1-There are several typographical and grammatical mistakes which should be corrected.     

2-The abstract section lacks several elements, including the aims that were mentioned, add some background, a few study objectives, applied method, key values from promising results.
3-The environmental impact Cu (II), Co (II) and Ni (II) and the effective treatment of heavy metals wastewater must be highlighted in the introduction section, with the following recent studies by adding these in the revised manuscript: Materials 2023, 16(11), 4082; https://doi.org/10.3390/ma16114082. Tuijin Jishu/Journal of Propulsion Technology. (2023), 44(5). 16(11), Biomass Conv. Bioref. (2024). https://doi.org/10.1007/s13399-024-06033-y
4-Page 8, Effects of particles size section: This section needs more explanation and information. The authors should clarify why they chose 50 and 500 µm to degrade Cu (II), Co (II) and Ni (II) (Same question for Effects of pH, the temperature, stirring rate). This needs to be clarified.

5- Why was the first order kinetic applied in this study?

6-Error bars for figures should be added.

7-The discussion presented is insufficient no strong comparison has been made with the literature to support the authenticity of the obtained results. Therefore, the authors are suggested to discuss their results with recent researches.

8-More emphasis on finding and its implication may be mentioned in the conclusion section.

9-Challenges and future perspectives in the present study should be added.

10-The authors are advised to revise all references in the same format, and conduct more literature reviews about the topic.
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