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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 
 

Abstract:  
1) The abbreviation BOD5 and COD must be written in full. 
2) to standardize litres, use only L (upper case) 
3) to separate the number/value of the unity in all text 
4) to observe the use of comma in all text 
5) pages no were numbered  
 
1. Introduction:  
1) Page 1, line 15 – [all the references in text must be between brackets] 
1) Page 1, lines 15-19 – put reference.  
2) Page 1, line 20 – explain 228 Tg??? Incomplete phrase 
3) Page 1, lines 31-33 – put reference 
4) Page 1, lines 34-39 – put reference 
5) Pages 1,2, lines 39-43 – put reference 
6) Page 2, lines 44-45 – repeat words, remove  
 
2. Experimental Procedure: 
1) Page 2, line 86,106 and 121 – I suggest changing Plate 1 by Figure 1. 
2) Page 2, line 95 – idem, change & by and. 
3) Page 3, line 99 – 60 g of Agar agar (agar powder)??? 
 
3. Results and discussion 
1) Page 4, Table 1 – I suggest to use the medium values (A1+A2 and B1+B2) more 
standard-deviation. 
2) Page 4 – I suggest to use other technique, as chromatography to confirm all the 
obtained values 
3) Page 5 – The caption of the Figure 1 is poor, improve. 
4) Page 5 – In the Figure 1 – pH parameter not appears... Why??? 
4) Page 5, lines 194-199 – standardize hours or minutes, use one or the other. 
5) Page 5, line 214 - eternal resistance??? 
6) Page 5, line 201-203 – excess of dots??? 
7) Page 6, line 234 – 0.116 - value without unity. 
8) Page 7, lines 272-279 – remove y= of the equations 3, 4 and 5. 
 
4. Conclusion 
1) Page 7, lines 294-296 – phrase confused, rewrite it. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
No comments 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Congratulations! This paper is good, present innovation trends; however is need to 
verify the language, because some phrases are confused and difficult to be 
understood. The results are promising. 
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