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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

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. lIs thettitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion
of additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide
additional suggestions/comments)

Water pollution is a major issue facing today. So the manuscript deals with a relevant topic for
scientific community.

In the title and in the manuscript, the word Bore hole can be replaced with Bore well.

The abstract is too lengthy. It can be made more brief.

Yes. The structure of the manuscript is well organized.

The author had tried to find out the contamination of the Bore Hole water in a scientific way. But the
standards of water quality he had taken is of WHO 2011 or 2012. It is confusing in the manuscript.

The references must be in the same pattern and more references can be added from recent years.

Minor REVISION comments

1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

There are many simple mistakes in spellings, pH and full form of NSDWQ. Many sentences can be
modified in a simple way. Hence, the quality of English has to be improved more for Scholarly
communication.

Optional/General comments

The article can be made more impressive by avoiding the repetition of the data in tables, sentences
and in figures. The author can select any of these two.
Please check the values of Mg in Table 3. It shows like 6.66667E-05. Is this correct?
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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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