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Reviewer Blind Comments to Authors
	Suitability of title
-
	

	Abstract
· Term of “green catalyst” should be highlighted in the abstract
· Findings too general. Author should highlight the findings of this study (eg: optimum condition for production of stearic acid methyl ester, optimum conversion of stearic acid methyl ester)
· (Last sentence) Author stated that “the actual experimental yield was found similar to the actual value”.  In this manuscript, only percentage of conversion was calculated. Please revise accordingly.
	
· Last sentence of the abstract highlighted on the “green” term.
· Included the optimum condition.




· Changed to “conversion of stearic acid.”

	Problem statement and review on past research
· (Introduction, paragraph 2) It is stated that “Recently, focus has been centered on the use of clay minerals as heterogeneous catalysts due to their properties; low cost, easily available, as well as environmental friendly”. Please provide references to support your statement
· Please emphasize the uniqueness/novelty of this study.
	
· Reference included.






· Emphasized in the last paragraph. 

	Materials and methods
· (Section 2.3) On what basis the selection of parameters and their level?
	
· Section 2.3, Line 3.

	Results & discussion
· (Section 3.1, Line 6) It is stated that “That refers to the interlayer clay was not affected by the modification process”. “That” refers to what? Please use proper word/sentence
· (Section 3.1, Line 7) It is stated that “This is consistent with what has been studied previously by …..”. “This” refers to what? Please use proper word/sentence
· (Section 3.2, Line 10-13) Author stated that “This could be due to the Cu2+ ions are located at the outer surface of the clay with no prove of exchange process has occur as observed in the XRD patterns. The discrepancies values of these cations and other elements (O, Si and Al) could also be due to the some weight loss of raw mineral during filtration and calcinations”. Please provide references to support your explanation.
· (Section 3.3, paragraph 2, Line 7). Author stated that 0.44% of the total variations are not explained by the model. The value should be 0.34%.
· (Section 3.3, paragraph 3) Lots of typing errors observed. (eg: Cu2+ should be Cu2+, B2 should be B2, C2 should be C2)
· (Section 3.3, paragraph 3) It is stated that the quadratic term of concentration is more significant than others. Any explanation of this result?












· (Section 3.4, paragraph 1, Line 9-11)  In 1st statement, author stated that “the conversion increased as reaction time increased from 5 to 180 min”, while in 2nd statement, author stated that “The stearic acid conversion reached equilibrium at 110 min and remained almost constant with further increase in the reaction time until 180 min”.  Both statements contradict each other. Please revise accordingly.
· (Section 3.4, paragraph 1) (Figure 2(a)) It is interesting if the author can provide explanation & discussion on:
- why reaction time has more significant effect in the conversion of stearic acid compared to cation concentration
- why reaction equilibrium obtain in this study more longer (110 min) than other type of catalysts such as H2SO4 (15 min) & acidic ion-exchange resins (40 min)
· (Section 3.4, paragraph 2, Line 1-3)  Author stated that “The increase of the reaction time had increased the acid conversion at any given reaction temperature from 80 to 120 oC. However, the stearic acid conversion dropped as the temperature of reaction increased”. Author’s statements contradict with the graph shown in Figure 2(b). Please revise accordingly.
· (Section 3.4, paragraph 2, Line 3) Chen et al. stated that increasing in the reaction temperature decrease the acid conversion. However, based on Figure 2(b), it was observed that the acid conversion slightly increase with increasing temperature from 100-120 oC. Please provide explanation why the result observed in this study contradicts with previous study (Chen et al.). 
· (Section 3.4, paragraph 3, Line 5) It is stated that “below these levels, there was no significant increase in stearic acid conversion observed”. What level you are referring?
· (Section 3.5) It is interesting if the author can compare/discuss the optimum condition obtain in this study with previous study in order to emphasize the advantages/uniqueness of this study. 
· (Table 5) please provide title of each column
· (Table 7) Result display in Table 7 generated/obtain from where? Is it from the software/model?

· (Figure 2 a,b,c) Different font & size for the x, y and z –axis label. Please standardize.
	
· Corrected



· Corrected



· Reference included










· Corrected



· Corrected


· [bookmark: _GoBack]The quadratic term of concentration of Cu2+ (B2) is more significant than the quadratic term of reaction temperature (C2) with high value of coefficient determination of R2 = 0.9966 and low value of probability (P = 0.0001). The presence of Cu2+ in the clay structure has been proven to increase the Lewis/Brønsted acidity of the clay and it is expected to give significant effect on the value of stearic acid conversion than the reaction time [24].
· Statement revised.












· Statement amended (Section 3.4, paragraph 1, line 7) 

· Justification included


· The whole Section 3.4, paragraph 2 has been amended according to the reviewer’s comment. 





· The whole Section 3.4, paragraph 2 has been amended according to the reviewer’s comment. 





· This sentences has been deleted.



· Optimization result has been compared with the previous works.


·  Title given
· Predicted values of optimization conditions for strearic acid conversion generated from the model.
· Corrected


	Conclusion
· Conclusion too short & too general. Author should emphasize/ highlight the new finding & novelty of this study.
	
· Conclusion has been rewritten. 




