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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 It is an article that gives an idea of the problem of environmental pollution.
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)
2. lIs thetitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title) Yes, this title is suitable.
3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? In the abstract only mention the results without the standard deviations. Mention if there
were statistical differences between the samples analyzed.
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
Yes, the structure the manuscript is appropriate.
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?
No. Modifications must be made in terms of scientific terms.
6. Arethe references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of
additional references, please mention in the review form. The number of references is fine.
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide
additional suggestions/comments)
Minor REVISION comments
The language is appropriate.
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?
Optional/General comments In the summary only mention the results without the standard deviations. Mention if there were

statistical differences between the samples analyzed.

Throughout the text, modify the citations with [ ] and the period at the end of the citation, not before.

The methodology should be reworded because only some samples are mentioned, leaving the

aquatic samples unmentioned. And if these samples underwent the same procedure for their

chemical analysis.

In the results and discussion, many data already mentioned in the Tables should be omitted.

They should focus only on discussing the statistical differences and their relevance to the results.

Review all the bibliographic references throughout the text since some of them are not numbered.

There is no sequence in the numbering of citations in the text. They should be revised.

This article may be published when suggestions for modifications are carried out.

PART 2:
Reviewer’s comment IAAuthor’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)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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