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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 addresses a significant environmental challenge by exploring the use of locally sourced, modified kaolinite clay for heavy metal removal. The study provides comparative data on the adsorption performance of raw and alkali-modified kaolinite for three common pollutants (Cu, Pb, Cd). The work contributes to the ongoing search for low-cost, effective adsorbents for wastewater treatment, which is a critical area of environmental research. However, the manuscript's impact is currently limited by several methodological and presentational issues that need to be addressed
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good. The title accurately reflects the study's focus.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory. It outlines the aim, key methods, and major findings. However, it lacks crucial details like the specific modification method, key numerical results (e.g., adsorption capacities, R² values), and the thermodynamic conclusion is not supported by the data presented in the manuscript.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good. The keywords are relevant and cover the main topics
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 - Needs Improvement. The introduction provides a good overview of the problem and the theoretical models. However, the justification for using Mukurweini kaolinite specifically is missing. The organization is somewhat repetitive (e.g., explaining Langmuir, Freundlich, and Temkin models in both the introduction and results section).
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 - Needs Improvement. The objectives are implied but not explicitly stated. The manuscript would benefit from a clear statement of the research objectives at the end of the introduction. For example, the aims to compare raw vs. modified kaolinite, to determine the best-fitting isotherm and kinetic models, and to evaluate the thermodynamic feasibility should be clearly listed.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory. The cited literature is relevant to the core concepts. However, the references are a mix of classic texts and recent papers. A stronger engagement with very recent literature (2023-2025) on kaolinite modification and heavy metal adsorption would strengthen the manuscript
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory. The batch adsorption method is standard and appropriate. However, the methodology section is critically under-detailed. Information on initial concentrations, adsorbent dosage (only 0.050g is mentioned later, but not in methods), contact time for isotherm studies, and the calculation of thermodynamic parameters is missing.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory. The data is presented, but clarity is hampered by formatting issues. The text refers to "table 4:5" and "table 4.8", which do not exist. The units for qmax are given as "g/g" in the text and tables, which seems implausibly high for a clay mineral. The conclusion mentions a qmax of 47750.2 mg/g, indicating a critical unit error (it should be mg/g, not g/g).
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 - Needs Improvement.. The tables are relevant but contain errors (e.g., units, table numbering). The presentation of Langmuir constants for raw kaolinite is suspicious (e.g., qmax for Pb is lower than for Cu, which contradicts the general trend). The R~L~ values are identical for all metals on each adsorbent, which is mathematically impossible as they depend on initial concentration
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 - Needs Improvement. The discussion is largely a repetition of the results and the model definitions from the introduction. It fails to critically compare the obtained parameters (e.g., qmax, Kf, n) with values reported in other studies using similar adsorbents. There is no discussion of why the modified kaolinite performed differently or what the implications of the model fits are.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 - Needs Improvement. The conclusions mention thermodynamic data (Gibb's free energy, nitrate) that is not presented in the results section. The conclusion that the adsorption is "spontaneous and feasible" is not supported by any data shown in the manuscript. The reported adsorption capacities contain a critical unit error.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1 - Poor. There is no discussion of the study's limitations, such as the use of synthetic single-metal solutions versus real wastewater, the limited range of parameters tested, or the lack of characterization of the adsorbents before and after modification.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory. The number of references is adequate, and most are relevant. However, the formatting is inconsistent (some have DOIs, others do not).
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory. The language is generally clear but contains numerous grammatical errors and awkward phrasing that require revision.
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The abstract needs to be more comprehensive. It should include: 1) A brief description of the alkali modification method. 2) Key quantitative results, such as the maximum adsorption capacities (in correct units) from the Langmuir model and the R² values showing the Freundlich model was the best fit. 3) Remove the unsupported claim of "spontaneous physical progression" as thermodynamics data is not presented.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. There are significant scientific issues that undermine the results. 1) Critical unit error: qmax is reported as "g/g" in table 1, but the conclusion uses "mg.g^-1^". A value of 61 g/g for a clay is orders of magnitude too high. The correct unit should be mg/g, and the values need to be corrected. 2) Incorrect calculation of R~L~: The R~L~ value is a function of initial concentration (C0) and KL. Since C0 would vary for each metal, the R~L~ cannot be identical for all metals. This suggests a fundamental error in the calculation or reporting. 3) Missing data: Thermodynamic parameters are referenced in the conclusion but are absent from the results section. 4) Data inconsistency: Table 4 lists qe for the pseudo-first order for M-Kaolinite as 5.67, 10.73, and 0.59 for Pb, Cu, and Cd respectively. These values are not consistent with the other adsorption capacities reported and are likely experimental qe values, not model-calculated ones. This needs clarification
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. While the number is sufficient, the formatting is inconsistent. More importantly, the manuscript would benefit from including a few recent papers (2023-2025) specifically focused on kaolinite modification for heavy metal adsorption to better contextualize the findings.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No
	





PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The major issues are: (1) a critical unit error that invalidates the adsorption capacity data; (2) missing and/or incorrectly calculated data (R~L~, thermodynamics); (3) an under-detailed methodology section; and (4) a results section that requires significant reorganization and correction. A major revision is necessary to address these fundamental flaws.
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