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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

- Alarge number of grammatical mistakes and errors in tense writing
across the whole of the manuscript, is a major concern.

- Even in the abstract, past and present tense are being used
simultaneously. It is always better to use past tense as study has
already been comleted and you manuscript is now a write up of the
findings which have already been made.

- During writing the introduction part one must avoid the reporting of
events by authors, e.g you have written that ??? reported same results
in El- Khairat. It should be written such as...same results have been
reported across the other part of the world also... and give reference.

- At many instances you have written just the referenceno in [ ]. You are
supposed to write the name of the author instead.

- Describe the type of study

- Rename the table captions accurately (parameters who standards)

- Never write reference number in the name of a table ... refer to table 4

- Check the sequence of your tables. After table 4 you mention table 3.

- Inresult section omit the write up of methodology part.

- Discussion part needs more refinement on your results and then as
documented by others. Discuss your results in a step wise manner so

as to bring clarity.

- In conclusion section, don’t write the results. Conclude by writing the
empirical outputs of your study.

- Reference writing — follow a uniform pattern across all the references.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

It seems that the write up part has not been rechecked by the author, leading to
many grammatical mistakes across the whole manuscript.

This is a very good study highlighting the water quality of a region. The clarity of
results should be simple and visible to all. Try to write the result and discussion

section in step wise manner to make these sections more clear and visible with

scientific intent.
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PART 2:

Reviewer's comment

IAuthor’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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