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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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments Arrange the references as per journal style 
 

References are now arranged as per 
AJOCS adopted style 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

After carefully reading the research article I concluded that 
the paper is well written .The results are systematically 
presented   and conclusions are drawn through proper 
interpretation. It contributes to the existing information and 
knowledge. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

This paper reports the results of an experimental study on 
On the Adsorptive Detoxification of Chrome Tan 
Liquor: Kinetics, Thermodynamics and Mode of 
Transport. 
The presentation is clear and concise. The information 
provided in the paper may be useful to others and is 
therefore of value. However, the discussion part was weak.  
The authors need to put their work into perspective by 
citing and comparing with other researchers’ work in detail. 

 Comparison noted. Inferences were drawn 
by linking and comparing work with 
references cited as [23- 34] 

 
 
 
 
 


