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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 
 

 
This document seems an academic report of a Lab experience of Operations of separation. 
It lacks of any scientific contribution. 
 
The information stated in the introduction section should be improved. Do not forget 
describe another kind of processes, the adsorbents, new technologies for adsorption, etc. 
 
Calculations (3.1 section) should not be shown into the main body of the paper. 
 
The quality of the figures should be improved. 
 
The conclusions do not correspond to this study.  
 
The number of references should be increased.  
 

 
 
 
 
We have revised the manuscript as suggested by the reviewer 
 
Corrected 
 
Revised accordingly 
Conclusion modified 
Reworked on reference section 

Minor REVISION comments 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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