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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 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 

1. In abstract section, unit of arsenic was not indicated. 
2. When a word is used for the first time, abbreviation 

should not used. E.g. Arsenic and As. 
3. In digestion section, what does 1 gm mean? 
4. In material an method section, there was not indicated 

any references. 
5. On table 1, there is not an explanation related to 

abbreviation form. 
6. In generally, there is not any explanation about 

abbreviation. 
7. In conclusion section, arsenic remediation should be 

mentioned. 
8. All references were numbered in all manuscript but in 

reference section, there is not any number! 
 
 
 

1.this has been indicated 
2.It has been corrected 
3 .it is what was measured ie 1 gram 
4 The reference of the methodology is the API-RP 45 
5. It has been done. 
6.its been done 
7. We did not work on soil to warranty arsenic 
remediation. 
8.its been done  

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 
 
 

Appreciate these corrections observed. 
Thanks to the reviewer. 

 
 

PART  2:  
 

 
Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the 

manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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

 
There is no ethical issues. 
 

 


